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Enforcement 

34-10875 Laidlaw & Co., Inc., et al. 
Public administrative proceedings 
ordered against 21 respondents 
based on charges of alleged viola- 
tions of Federal securities laws, 
primarily in connection with the 
offering of 200,000 shares of 
SaCom stock. Managing under- 
writer of offering was Laidlaw & 
Co., Inc. 

34-10885 Kenneth Bove & Co., Inc., et al. 
Public administrative proceedings 


ordered against numerous respond- 


ents based on alleged violations of 
Federal securities laws concerning 
the manipulation of price on over 
30 different securities. 

34-10886 Fulton, Reid & Staple, Inc., et al. 
Public administrative proceedings 
ordered against respondents based 
on alleged violations of anti-fraud 
provisions of Federal securities 
laws in connection with transac- 
tions in the common stock of 
Blasius Industries, Inc. 

LR-6410 SEC v. National Farmers Organiza- 

tion, Inc. 
Complaint charges the defendant 
violated Federal securities laws by 
making untrue statements of ma- 
terial facts and omitting to state 
material facts in connection with 
the public sale of promissory 
notes. 





Commission’s Inquiry Concerning 
Bank-Sponsored Investment Ser- 
vices 
Comment period extended to 
August 12, 1974. 
Proposed Rule 17a-15 
Comment period extended to 
July 5, 1974. 
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SECURITIES ACT OF 1933 
Release No. 5506/June 24, 1974 


PERMANENT SUSPENSION OF THE REGULATION A 
EXEMPTIONS OF THE BOLTON GROUP, LTD. AND 
EKG SERVICE CORP. 


The Securities and Exchange Commission order of Decem- 
ber 11, 1973, temporarily suspending the Regulation A 
exemptions from registration under the Securities Act of 
1933 with respect to public offerings of stock of The Bol- 
ton Group, Ltd. (“Issuer”), a New York corporation, and 
EKG Service Corp. (‘Issuer’), a Delaware corporation, 
have become permanent. Issuers’ securities were to be sold 
by Park Securities, Inc. of New York City. 


Pursuant to notifications filed on June 14, 1972, and June 
28, 1972, respectively, The Bolton Group, Ltd. offered 
100,000 units at an offering price of $1.25 per unit and 
EKG Service Corp. offered 100,000 shares of common 
stock at an offering price of $5.00 per share. The Form 2-A 
report filed on May 4, 1973, by Bolton represented that 
Park Securities had sold the 100,000 units in the period 
September 1, 1972, to October 6, 1972. EKG’s Form 2-A 
report filed on May 7, 1973, represented that Park had sold 
33,333 shares between October 10, 1972, and December 
29, 1972. According to the orders, the Commission has 
reason to believe that: (a) the notification and offering cir- 
cular of both Issuers contained untrue statements of ma- 
terial facts and omitted to state material facts necessary to 
make the statements made, in light of the circumstances 
under which they were made, not misleading, particularly 
with respect to the plan and manner of distribution of the 
offering, the identity of underwriters and purchasers and 
the interests of such persons in the distribution, the amount 
of securities to be sold, and the price to be paid by the pub- 
lic, the compensation of underwriters, the manner in which 
the securities would be traded in the aftermarket; and (b) 
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the offering was made in violation of Section 17(a) of the 
Securities Act of 1933, as amended. 





SECURITIES ACT OF 1933 
Release No. 5507/June 26, 1974 


FOREIGN RESTRICTED LIST 


The Commission today placed Los Dos Hermanos, S.A., of 
Torremolinos, Spain, on the Foreign Restricted List because 
it appears to be engaged in publicly offering its securities in 
the United States in violation of the registration require- 
ments of Section 5 of the Securities Act of 1933. 


It has been offering to sell bonds in denominations of 42,- 
000 pesetas (about $735.00), by stating that the proceeds 
will be used to build a specialized hotel for rheumatic pa- 
tients in Spain. The representations made to induce the 
purchase of these securities include the claim that the in- 
vestor will be required to pay only one-half of this purchase 
price, and in addition will receive an annual return of 18%, 
a free round-trip ticket to Malaga, Spain, and one week’s 
free accommodations there 


Los Dos Hermanos, S.A. also is offering investors in the 
United States what appear to be securities in the nature of 
investment contracts to purchase condominium living ac- 
commodations in a new project to be built in Spain for 
tourists, to be called Novia del Sol. In this case, also, state- 
ments made to induce the purchase of these securities in- 
clude the representations that the investor will be required 
to pay only one-half of the purchase price, that he will re- 
ceive “about 18% net profit per year” on his “outlay”, and, 
in addition, will receive a round-trip ticket to Malaga, Spain, 
and one week’s free accommodations there every year for 
six years. As a part of this investment program, each invest- 
or who “‘purchases” one of these apartments or villas will 
be required for six years to surrender to Los Dos Hermanos, 
S.A., his own right to occupy it or rent it to others during 
the remaining 51 weeks of each of the first six years. 


The Commission has no information as to the capability or 
intentions of the promoters relative to performance of the 
above promises with respect to buildings that have yet to be 
constructed in a distant, foreign country, by promoters 
whose identity is unknown. 


Not only are the bonds described above securities, but also 
the contracts providing for the “purchase” of apartments 
and villas appear to be investment contracts that are securi- 
ties under the circumstances described above limiting the 
investor's use to one week each year and requiring him to 
surrender to the offeror the right to manage the rental of 
the living accommodations the remainder of the time for the 
first six years. See Securities Act of 1933 Release No. 5347 
(January 4, 1973). 


Investors in the securities described above need, and are en- 
titled by law to have, the protections afforded by compli- 
ance with the registration and prospectus provisions of 
Section 5 of the Securities Act of 1933. Accordingly, the 
Commission has placed Los Dos Hermanos, S.A., of Tor- 
remolinos, Spain, on the Foreign Restricted List. This is a 
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list of foreign corporations whose securities are being pub- 
licly offered in the United States in violation of the registra- 
tion and prospectus requirements of Section 5 of the Secur- 
ities Act of 1933. 





SECURITIES ACT OF 1933 
Release No. 5508/June 27, 1974 


SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 10887/June 27, 1974 


INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Release No. 8405/June 27, 1974 


INVESTMENT ADVISERS ACT OF 1940 
Release No. 422/June 27, 1974 


NOTICE OF EXTENSION OF COMMENT PERIOD ON 
THE COMMISSION’S INQUIRY CONCERNING BANK- 
SPONSORED INVESTMENT SERVICES 


On April 30, 1974, the Securities and Exchange Commis- 
sion announced that it was conducting an inquiry concern- 
ing bank-sponsored investment services and requested the 
comments of all interested members of the public, the se- 
curities and banking industries, the securities industry's 
self-regulatory bodies and federal and state bank regulatory 
authorities and other interested governmental authorities on 
certain policy and legal questions associated with the vari- 
ety of securities investment services currently being offered 
to the public by banks (Securities Act Release No. 5491). 


The time for submitting comments expires on June 29, 
1974. The Commission, however, has received a number of 
requests that additional time be granted within which to 
submit comments. In light of these requests, the Commis- 
sion has determined to extend the comment period to 
August 12, 1974. Comments should be addressed to George 
A. Fitzsimmons, Secretary, Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission, 500 North Capitol Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., 
10549. Reference should be made to file number $7-522. 
All communications will be available for public inspection. 


By the Commission. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 
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SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 10873/June 25, 1974 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4393 
In the Matter of 


BOVERS, PARNASS & TUREL, INC. 
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One Exchange Place 
ir Jersey City, New Jersey 

(814146) 

FINDINGS AND ORDER IMPOSING REMEDIAL SANC- 
TIONS 


These are remedial proceedings under the Securities Exchange 
Act with respect to Bovers, Parnass & Turel, Inc., a regis- 

tered broker-dealer. Solely for the purpose of settling this 
proceeding and without admitting or denying the allegations 
in the order for proceedings, respondent consents to certain 
findings and to the entry of an order revoking its broker- 
dealer registration. 





On the basis of the respondent's consent, it is found that: 1/ 


1. Respondent willfully violated Section 15(c)(3) of the Ex- 
change Act and Rule 15c3-1 thereunder in that it effected 

| transactions when its aggregate indebtedness exceeded 2,000 
per cent of its net capital, and it neither had nor maintained 
net capital of at least $5,000. 


2. Respondent was permanently enjoined from further vio- 
lations of the net capital rule. 


e 

2. 

’ 3. Respondent is being liquidated under the Securities In- 

vestor Protection Act. 

ory 

s ON : x : Sw 

% 4. Revocation of respondent's broker-dealer registration is 

oat in the public interest. 

). espondent’s consent provides that the order revoking its 

roker-dealer registration shall in no way restrict activities 

a essential to the firm’s continued liquidation by its present 

4 trustee or by any successor trustee appointed pursuant to 

a the Securities Investor Protection Act. 

orge Accordingly, 1T 1S ORDERED that the broker-dealer regis- 

- tration of Bovers, Parnass & Turel, Inc. be, and it hereby is, 

revoked, except that this order shall in no way restrict 

).C., + tae . | ‘ 

2 activities essential to Bovers, Parnass & Turel, Inc.’s con- 

ion tinued liquidation by its present trustee or by any successor 
q trustee appointed pursuant to the Securities Investor Protec- 

| tion Act of 1970. 
For the Commission, by the Office of Opinions and Review, 


pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 


1/ The findings herein are binding only on Bovers, Parnass 
& Turel, Inc. 





| SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
| Release No. 10874/June 25, 1974 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4343 


In the Matter of 






DARREN SECURITIES CO. 





New York, New York 
(8-15295) 


FINDINGS AND ORDER REVOKING BROKER-DEALER 
REGISTRATION 


Darren Securities Co. has failed to answer the order that 
initiated these proceedings with respect to it. 1/ On the 
basis of that order it is therefore found that; 


(1) Darren willfully violated Section 17(a) of the Exchange 
Act and Rule 17a-5 thereunder by failing to file with the 
Commission required reports of its financial condition for 
the calendar years 1971 and 1972; and 


(2) It is in the public interest to revoke its registration. 


Accordingly, 1T !S ORDERED that the registration as a 
broker and dealer of Darren Securities Co. be, and it hereby 
is, revoked. 


For the Commission, by the Office of Opinions and Review, 
pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 


1/ Rule 7(e) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice provides 
that a party’s failure to file an answer as required shall be 
deemed a default and that the Commission may, in such 
circumstances, determine the proceedings against such party 
upon consideration of the order for proceedings, the allega- 
tions of which may be deemed to be true as to such party. 





SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 10875/June 25, 1974 


The Commission has ordered public administrative pro- 
ceedings against 21 respondents based on charges by its Di- 
vision of Enforcement of violations of the Federal securi- 
ties laws, primarily in connection with an unsuccessful! 
registered public offering of 200,000 shares of SaCom 
stock on October 31, 1972. The managing underwriter of 
the offering was Laidlaw & Co., Inc. (now known as LAC, 
Inc.), New York, New York. Laidlaw and the former head 
of its corporate finance division, Rollin F. Perry, were 
charged with among other things, manipulative activities in 
the over-the-counter market in connection with the SaCom 
offering and in connection with two other offerings under- 
written by Laidlaw. SaCom is located in Sun Valley, Cali- 
fornia. 


Also named as respondents were A. P. Montgomery (New 
York, N.Y.) and its President, Richard S. Friedman; Torpie 
& Saltzman, Inc. (New York, N.Y.) and two of its principals, 
James V. Torpie and David |. Saltzman, and a former trader, 
Harvey H. Geller; NDF Securities Inc. (Los Angeles, Califor- 
nia) and-one of its principals Bernard G. Bizar; Leo E. Brom- 
berg a California (Beverly Hills) attorney; Mitchum Jones & 
Templeton (Los Angeles, California); Sterling, Grace & Co., 
Inc. (New York, N.Y.); Filor, Bullard & Smyth (New York, 
N.Y.); Pitfield MacKay & Co., Inc. (New York, N.Y.); Mack, 
Bushnell & Edelman, Inc. (New York, N.Y.); Roberts, Scott 
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& Co. (San Diego, California); Henry F. Swift & Co. (San 
Francisco, California); and Brown, Allen, Rose & Co. (Dal- 
las, Texas) and two of its former employees, Frank Harrison 
and Douglas Watson. A. P. Montgomery and the Torpie firm 
were market makers in SaCom; Bromberg was legal counsel 
for SaCom; and the remaining firms, other than NDF Securi- 
ties, were participating uriderwriters in the SaCom offering. 


The Division in the Order for Proceedings charges that only 
69,000 shares of the unsuccessful 200,000 share SaCom 
offering were sold to the public--the remaining 131,000 
shares were purchased and retained by Laidlaw. The Order 
further charges that both before and after the effective date 
of the SaCom offering Laidlaw and Perry engaged in manipu- 
lative activities in order to facilitate the distribution of the 
SaCom Offering and to create the false impression that the 
offering had been successfully distributed to the public. The 
manipulative practices included guaranteed trading arrange- 
ments with the two aforementioned market makers, pur- 
chases for discretionary accounts, and the use of false and 
inside information to tout the stock. As a result of such ac- 
tivities the Division alleged violations of Rule 10b-5 (anti- 
fraud); Rule 10b-6 (prohibitions against trading by persons 
interested in a distribution); and Rule 15c2-7 (fictitious quo- 
tations) under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. 


The Division alleged that in connection with the SaCom 
offering Perry of Laidlaw entered into undisclosed arrange- 
ments with Sterling Grace & Co., Inc. and Mitchum, Jones 
& Templeton whereby the two firms would appear in the 
prospectus as underwriters but would not be required to 
honor their underwriting commitment. Although only a 
small part of the 200,000 shares was sold in the offering a 
release was published on the effective date of the offering 
indicating that the offering had been sold and oversub- 
scribed. Five underwriters, Filor Bullard & Smyth; Pitfield, 
Mackay & Co., Inc.; Mack Bushnell & Edelman Inc.; Roberts 
Scott & Co.; and Henry F. Swift & Co. were charged with 
falsely representing to Laidlaw, the manager of the under- 
writing syndicate, on the offering date that they had sold 
all of the stock assigned to them to sell by transmitting so- 
called “‘all sold’”’ wires to Laidlaw. The firms sold the stock 
to other broker-dealer firms after the syndicate had been 
terminated. The Division alleged that Perry entered into an 
arrangement with Bromberg whereby Bromberg purchased 
stock in the offering with funds obtained from SaCom by 
misrepresenting that they were owing for legal services 
rendered. Brown, Allen, Rose & Co., one of the under- 
writers, and two of its former employees, Frank Harrison 
and Douglas Watson, were charged with entering orders in 
customer accounts without the customers’ authorization 
and with inducing customers to purchase the stock in the 
market while engaged in the distribution. Perry, NDF Secur- 
ities, Inc. and one of its principals, Bernard G. Bizar, were 
charged with manipulating SaCom subsequent to the offer- 
ing through guaranteed trading arrangements with Torpie & 
Saltzman. The Division also alleged misuse of inside infor- 
mation concerning SaCom’s actual and projected earnings, 
merger negotiations and the unsuccessful nature of the Sa- 
Com offering. 


In connection with two other offerings underwritten by 
Laidlaw, namely Manchester Life & Casualty Management 
Corp. in August 7, 1972 (St. Louis, Missouri) and Dynalec- 
tron Corp. in September 22, 1971 (Washington, D.C.), Laid- 
law, Perry, A. P.. Montgomery, Friedman, Torpie & Saltz- 
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man and Geller were charged with violations of Rule 10b-6 
under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. The Order also 
alleged that Perry had entered into guaranteed arrangements 
with Friedman of A. P. Montgomery with respect to trading 
in Manchester stock. The Order also charged record-keep- 
ing, net capital-deficiency-notice violations and lack of 
supervision. 






A public hearing will be scheduled by further order to take | , 
evidence on the staff's allegations and to afford the respond | ; 
ents an opportunity to offer any defenses thereto for the 
purpose of determining whether the allegations are true and | 1 
if so, whether any action of a remedial nature should be t 
ordered by the Commission. 





7 
SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 10876/June 25, 1974 P 
The Securities and Exchange Commission has initiated the 
temporary suspension of the over-the-counter trading in the | 
shares of beneficial interests of Commonwealth National 
Realty Trust, a Maryland business trust, for a ten-day period 
commencing at 12:00 noon (EDT) on June 25, 1974 and 
terminating at midnight (EDT) on July 4, 1974. 





The suspension was initiated at the request of the Trust be- 
cause of rumors which are circulating in the market place 
that Commonwealth Corporation, a sponsor of the Trust 
located in Tallahassee, Florida, is experiencing cash flow 
problems and has overdrawn iis bank accounts and to per- 
mit the Trust time to investigate and assess the effect of 
financial difficulties of the Commonwealth Corporation 
on the financial condition of the Trust. In view of the fore- 
going, the Commission has deemed it necessary for the pro- 
tection of investors and in the public interest to suspend 
trading in the Trust's stock. 


The Commission cautions broker-dealers, shareholders and 
prospective purchasers that they should consider carefully 
the foregoing information along with all other currently 
available information and any information subsequently 
issued by the company. 





Furthermore, brokers and dealers should be alert to the 
fact that, pursuant to Rule 15c2-11 under the Exchange 
Act, at the termination of the suspension, no quotation | 
may be entered unless and until they have strictly complied 
with all of the provisions of said rule. If any broker or 
dealer has any questions as to whether or not he hascom- | 
plied with said rule, he should not enter any quotation but {| 
immediately contact the staff of the Securities and Ex- 
change Commission, Division of Enforcement in Washing- { 
ton, D.C. If any broker or dealer is uncertain as to what is 
required by Rule 15c2-11, he should refrain from entering | 
quotations relating to the securities in question until such 

time as he has familiarized himself with said rule and is | 
certain that all of its provisions have been met. If any ’ 
broker or dealer enters any quotation which is in violation 
of said rule, the Commission will consider the need for 
prompt enforcement action. 


| 


‘ 














SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 10877/June 25, 1974 


ae 
a 
c=») 






also 

nents | The Securities and Exchange Commission announced pursu- 

ading | ant to Sections 15(c)(5) and 19(a)(4) of the Securities Ex- 

2p- change Act of 1934 (“Exchange Act’’) the temporary sus- 
pension of exchange and over-the-counter trading in the se- 
curities of The Fanfare Corporation a California corporation, 
located in Los Angeles, California for one 10-day period 

take | commencing at 12:45 p.m. (EDT) on June 25, 1974 and 

a4 terminating at midnight (EDT) on July 4, 1974. 

e 
e and 


The Common Stock of The Fanfare Corporation is listed on 
e the PBW Stock Exchange which halted trading in such secur- 
ities on March 4, 1974. 


The Commission initiated the trading suspension at the re- 
quest of The Fanfare Corporation and because the company 
| has failed to comply with the financial reporting provisions 
of the Exchange Act, resulting in the lack of current and ac- 
i curate information available to the public. 

the 
in the | The Commission cautions broker-dealers, shareholders and 
val | prospective purchasers that they should carefully consider 
period | the foregoing information along with all other currently 








and available information and any information subsequently 
| issued by the company. 
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ing’ =~ ALVIN F. PETERKA 

at IS | 222 South Chestnut Street 

ering | Belle Plaine, Minnesota 

such 

a FINDINGS AND ORDER IMPOSING REMEDIAL SANC- 
| TION 

ation | 


or | In these proceedings under the Securities Exchange Act, Al- 


vin F, Peterka has submitted an offer of settlement. Solely 
or the purpose of these and any other proceedings under 
pecified provisions of the Exchange, the Investment Ad- 









visers, the Investment Company and the Securities Investor 
Protection Acts, and without admitting or denying the 
allegations in the order for proceedings, respondent con- 
sents to findings of willful violations as alleged in that order 
and to the imposition of specified sanctions. 1/ Upon the 
recommendation of its staff, the Commission determined to 
accept the offer. 


On the basis of the order for proceedings and the offer of 
settlement, it is found that, between September 1970 and 
February 1973, respondent willfully violated: 


1. Sections 5(a) and 5(c) of the Securities Act by unlawfully 
offering, selling, and delivering after sale the securities of 
New Life Trust, Inc. when no registration statement was 
filed or in effect as to such securities. 


2. Section 17(a) of the Securities Act, with respect to the 
offer and sale of New Life Trust, Inc.’s securities, by mak- 
ing material misstatements concerning the value of the land 
supposedly securing them and the issuer’s financial condi- 
tion. 


It is further found that respondent willfully aided and 
abetted his employer's violations of Section 15(a) of the 
Exchange Act by conducting business as a broker-dealer 
without being registered with the Commission as required. 


The offer of settlement provides that respondent may be 
suspended from association with a broker-dealer, investment 
adviser, investment company, or affiliate thereof for twelve 
months, and thereafter barred from being so associated in a 
supervisory capacity. 


In determining to accept the offer of settlement, the Com- 
mission considered respondent's representations that at the 
termination of his suspension: 


1. He will submit an affidavit to the Commission to the 
effect that his suspension sanction has been complied with; 
and 


2. If employed by a broker-dealer, investment adviser, in- 
vestment company or affiliate thereof, he will secure from 
it and submit to the Commission’s staff an affidavit to the 
effect that he is employed, and is functioning, only ina 
supervised capacity. 


In view of the foregoing, it is in the public interest to im- 
pose the sanction specified in the offer of settlement. 


Accordingly, 1T 1S ORDERED that Alvin F. Peterka be, and 
he hereby is, suspended from association with any broker- 
dealer, investment adviser, investment company or affiliate 
thereof, for twelve months from the date hereof; and it is 
further 


ORDERED that after the expiration of the aforesaid suspen- 
sion Alvin F. Peterka be, and he hereby is, barred from such 
association in a supervisory capacity. 


For the Commission, by the Office of Opinions and Review, 
pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 


SEC DOCKET/503 





1/ These findings are binding only on Peterka. 





SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
tease No. 10879/June 27, 1974 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4166 
in the Matter of 


VANDE VEGTE, INC. 
6950 Wayzata Boulevard 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 
(8-16759) 


RICHARD F. VANDE VEGTE 


FINDINGS AND ORDER IMPOSING REMEDIAL SANC- 
TIONS 


These are broker-dealer proceedings under the Securities Ex- 
change Act with respect to Vande Vegte, Inc. (‘‘registrant’’), 
a registered broker-dealer, and Richard F. Vande Vegte, its 
president. Solely for the purpose of these and any other 
proceedings pursuant to specified provisions of the Exchange, 
Investment Company, Investment Advisers, and Securities 
investor Protection Acts, and without admitting or denying 
the allegations in the order for rpoceedings, respondents ‘ 
consent to certain findings of misconduct and to entry of an 
order revoking registrant’s broker-dealer registration and 
barring Vande Vegte from association with any broker-deal- 
er, investment adviser, investment company or affiliate 
thereof. 


On the basis of respondents’ consent, it is found that: 1/ 


1. During the period from about September 1970 to July 
1972, respondents willfully violated Sections 5(a) and 5(c) 
of the Securities Act in that they offered and sold securities 
of New Life Trust, Inc. (“NLT”) when no registration state- 
ment had been filed or was in effect as to those securities. 


2. During the same period, respondents wilifully violated 
Section 17(a) of the Securities Act in that, in the offer and 
sale of NLT securities, they made material misstatements 
concerning the safety of an investment, the value of the land 
allegedly securing an investment, and the financial condition 
of NLT. 


3. During the period from about September 1970 to Novem- 
ber 1971, registrant, willfully aided and abetted by Vande 
Vegte, willfully violated Section 15(a) of the Exchange Act 
in that it conducted business as a broker-dealer without be- 
ing registered with the Commission as required. 


4. During the period from about November 1971 to July 
1972, registrant, willfully aided and abetted by Vande Veg- 
te, willfully violated Section 17(a) of the Exchange Act 
and Rule 17a-3 thereunder in that it failed to make accur- 
ately and keep current certain books and records. 


5. Registrant, willfully aided and abetted by Vande Vegte, 
willfully violated Section 15(b) of the Exchange Act and 
Rule 15b3-1 thereunder in that it failed promptly to amend 


its broker-dealer registration form to disclose a change of 
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address in its principal place of business. 


In view of the foregoing, it is in the public interest to im- 
pose the sanctions to which respondents have consented. 


Accordingly, 1T 1S ORDERED that the registration as a 
broker and dealer of Vande Vegte, Inc. be, and it hereby is, 
revoked; and that Richard F. Vande Vegte be, and he here- 
by is, barred from being associated with any broker-dealer, 
investment adviser, investment company or affiliate there- 
of. 


For the Commission, by the Office of Opinions and Review 
pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 


By: Shirley E. Hollis 
Assistant Secretary 


1/ The findings herein are not binding on any other 
respondent named in these proceedings. 





SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 10880/June 26, 1974 


NOTICE OF EXTENSION OF COMMENT PERIOD ON 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO RULE 17a-15 UNDER 
THE SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 

(File No. S7-433) 


The Commission has extended from June 14, 1974 to 
July 5, 1974 the period for submission of comments on a 
proposal to amend Rule 17a-15 */ under the Securities Ex- 
change Act of 1934. Rule 17a-15 provides for reporting of 
price and volume of completed transactions with respect 
to securities registered on exchanges. The purpose of the 
amendment is to establish procedures for appeal to the 
Commission from certain actions which may be taken pur- 
suant to any consolidated tape plan declared effective by 
the Commission under the Rule. **/ 

The Commission determined to extend the comment perio 
in view of a request for such an extension. 


By the Commission. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 


By: Shirley E. Hollis 
Assistant Secretary 


*/ Securities Exchange Act Release No. 10788 (May 10, 
1974). 


**/ On May 10, 1974, the Commission declared effective 

the consolidated tape plan filed by the American Midwest, 
New York, Pacific and PBW Stock Exchanges and the NAS 
(Securities Exchange Act Release No. 10787). 
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SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 10881/June 25, 1974 


The Securities and Exchange Commission today announced 
pursuant to Section 15(c)(5) of the Securities Exchange Act 
of 1934 (“Exchange Act’’) the temporary suspension of 
over-the-counter trading in the common stock of Texon En- 
ergy Corporation (formerly Financial Technology, Inc.), a 
Texas corporation of Houston, Texas, for the ten-day period 
commencing at 1:00 P.M. (EDT) on June 26, 1974 and 
terminating at midnight (EDT) on July 5, 1974. 


The suspension was requested by Texon Energy Corporation 
and was initiated because of the lack of current and adequate 
financial information regarding Texon Energy Corporation. 


The Commission cautions broker-dealers, shareholders and 
prospective purchasers that they should consider carefully 
the foregoing information along with all other currently 
available information and any information subsequently 
issued by the company. 


Furthermore, brokers and dealers should be alert to the fact 
that pursuant to Rule 15c2-11 under the Exchange Act, no 
quotation may be entered unless and until they have strict- 
ly complied with all of the provisions of said rule. If any 
broker or dealer has any questions as to whether or not he 
has complied with said rule, he should not enter any quota- 
tion but immediately contact the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Division of Enforcement in Washington, D.C. 
lf any broker or dealer is uncertain as to what is required 

by Rule 15c2-11, he should refrain from entering quotations 
relating to the securities in question until such time as he 
has familiarized himself with said rule and is certain that all 
of its provisions have been met. If any broker or dealer en- 
ters any quotation which is in violation of said rule, the 
Commission will consider the need for prompt enforcement 
action. 





SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 10882/June 27, 1974 


INVESTMENT ADVISERS ACT OF 1940 
Release No. 421/June 27, 1974 


INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Release No. 8401/June 27, 1974 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4470 

In the Matter of 

FIDELITY CONSULTANTS, INC. 
15120 Edgewater Drive 

Lakewood, Ohio 

(801-9462) 

TONY W. KOZAK, JR. 


FINDINGS AND ORDER IMPOSING REMEDIAL SANC- 
TIONS 


In these proceedings under the Securities Exchange, Invest- 
ment Advisers and Investment Company Acts, Fidelity 


Consultants, Inc. (“Fidelity”), a registered investment ad- 
viser, and Tony W. Kozak, Jr., its president, have submitted 
an offer of settlement. Solely for the purpose of these pro- 
ceedings and any other proceedings pursuant to specified 
provisions of the foregoing Acts and the Securities and Se- 
curities Investor Protection Acts, and without admitting or 
denying the allegations in the order for proceedings, respond- 
ents consent to findings of willful violations as alleged in 
that order and to the imposition of specified sanctions. 


Upon the recommendation of its staff, the Commission 
determined to accept the offer. On the basis of the order 
for proceedings and the offer of settlement, it is found that, 
at various times during the period from about May 1971 to 
April 1974: 1/ 


1. Kozak willfully aided and abetted violations of numer- 
ous sections of the Investment Company Act and the Com- 
mission’s rules thereunder in connection with the activities 
of IMA Fund (“IMA”), a registered investment company, 
including: 


(a) Section 10(f) by causing IMA to purchase securities 
during the existence of an underwriting or selling syndicate, 
when a principal underwriter was IMA’s investment adviser; 


(b) Section 17(a) by causing an affiliated person of IMA, 
IMA Management, Inc., acting as principal, to purchase from 
and sell various securities to IMA; 


(c) Section 22(c) and Rule 22c-1 thereunder by causing 
IMA to redeem or repurchase its securities at prices other 
than their current net asset value; 


(d) Section 22(e) by causing IMA to suspend the right of 
redemption or postpone the date of payment or satisfac- 
tion upon redemption of IMA’s redeemable securities as 
contemplated by that section of the Act; 


(e) Section 30(b) and Rule 30b-1 thereunder by causing 
IMA to fail to file required quarterly reports with the Com- 
mission; 


(f) Section 30(d) and Rule 30d-1 thereunder by causing 
IMA to fail to send its shareholders semi-annual reports 
containing required information and to file copies of such 
reports with the Commission; and 


(g) Section 31(a) and Rule 31a-1 thereunder by causing 
IMA to fail to include the minutes of an annual sharehold- 
ers’ meeting in IMA’s minute book or make them otherwise 
available; to fail to post its general ledger; and to fail to pre- 
pare and maintain the following books and records: 


(i) Records of original entry containing an itemized daily 
record of all purchases and sales of securities; 


(ii) A separate ledger account for each person with or 
through which transactions in securities were effected; 


(iii) A record of each brokerage order given by or on behalf 
of IMA for or in connection with the purchase or sale of 
securities; 


(iv) A record of the proof of money balances in all appli- 
cable ledger accounts; 
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(v) A record for each fiscal quarter showing the bases for 
allocations of purchase and sale orders for portfolio securi- 
ties, and the division of brokerage commissions on such 
orders; and 


(vi) A record identifying persons or groups authorizing the 
purchase or sale of portfolio securities. 


2. In addition, Kozak violated Section 34(b) of the Invest- 
ment Company Act and willfully aided and abetted viola- 
tions of Section 20(a) of that Act and Rules 20a-2 and 20a-3 
thereunder by causing IMA to file and solicit proxies using a 
proxy statement containing material misrepresentations 
concerning, among other things: 


(a) The existence of various contracts between Kozak and 
Master Investors, Inc. relating to the sale of Fidelity’s stock; 
and 


(b) The manner in which Fidelity had acted as IMA’s under- 
writer. 


3. Finally, Fiedlity, aided and abetted by Kozak, willfully 
violated Section 204 of the Advisers Act and Rule 204-2(a) 
thereunder in that Kozak caused Fidelity to fail to prepare 
and maintain required books and records. 


In view of the foregoing, it is in the public interest to im- 
pose the sanctions specified in the offer of settlement. 


Accordingly, 1T 1S ORDERED that the registration as an 
investment adviser of Fidelity Consultants, Inc. be, and it 
hereby is, revoked; and it is further 


ORDERED that Tony W. Kozak, Jr. be, and he hereby is, 
barred from association with any registered broker-dealer, 
registered investment adviser or registered investment com- 
pany, provided, however, that after two years from the date 
of this order he may apply to the Commission to become so 
associated in a non-supervisory capacity. 


For the Commission, by the Office of Opinions and Review, 
pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 


By: Shirley E. Hollis 
Assistant Secretary 


1/ The findings herein are not binding on any other respond- 
ent in these proceedings. 





SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 10883/June 27, 1974 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4345 


In the Matter of 


FRED RUDOWSKI 
257-43 149th Street 
Rosedale, New York 
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SIDNEY SUTTER 
73 Porter Place 
Glen Cove, New York 






ORDER DISMISSING PROCEEDINGS 


These proceedings are based on a registered broker-dealer’s 
alleged failure to file required financial reports. The order 
for proceedings alleges derelictions by the two individuals 
named above. Our Division of Enforcement now moves to 
dismiss as to them. From the moving papers it appears 
that those persons severed their association with the firm 
before the reports in question were due. 


Accordingly, 1T |S ORDERED that these proceedings be, 
and they hereby are, dismissed as to Fred Rudowski and 
Sidney Sutter. 


By the Commission. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





By: Shirley E. Hollis 
Assistant Secretary 





SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 10884/June 27, 1974 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4344 


AMERICAN INVESTOFUNDS, INC. 
653 Fifth Avenue 

New York, New York 

(8-6757) 


lt. che Matter of F 


ARTHUR HALBERSTAM 
MORRIS BIRNBAUM 


ORDER DISMISSING PROCEEDINGS 


The order instituting these broker-dealer proceedings alleged 
failures to file required reports. Our Division of Enforce- 
ment now moves to dismiss. From the moving papers it 
appears that the documents in question were prepared and 
sent to the Commission on time and that their absence from 
its files is attributable to misadventure. The Division also 
states that it has received the reports and finds them in 
order. 


Accordingly, 1T IS ORDERED that these proceedings be, 
and they hereby are, dismissed. 


By the Commission. 
George A. Fitzsimmons 


Secretary 


By: Shirley E. Hollis 
Assistant Secretary 
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SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 10885/June 27, 1974 


The Securities and Exchange Commission has ordered pub- 
lic administrative proceedings under the Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934 (“Exchange Act’’), against Kenneth Bove & 
Co., Inc. (“Bove & Co.”’), a New York City broker-dealer; 
Kenneth Bove (“Bove’’), Plainview, New York, Sylvia 
Austin Schwinger (“Austin’’), Clifton, New Jersey, James 

V. O’Brien (“O’Brien”), Staten Island, New York, Timothy 
A. Murray (““Murray’’), Staten Island, New York, all prin- 
cipals of Bove & Co.; Aaron Schwinger (““Schwinger’’), 
Clifton, New Jersey, accountant for Bove & Co.; Albert 
Holtje (‘“Holtje”’), Staten Island, New York, a director and 
operations manager of Bove & Co.; Alan Gompers (““Gom- 
pers”), Chappaqua, New York, Howard Schwell (‘“Schwell’’), 
White Plains, New York, Nicholas Sitnycky, Jackson 
Heights, New York, David Ourman, Bronx, New York, 
Philip Richman, Bronx, New York, Myron Weiner, New 
York, New York, Alvin Levine, Bayside, New York, Paul 
Avrin, Bronx, New York, Irwin Gretzcko, New York, New 
York, Mitchell Walker, Bronx, New York, Edward Garelick, 
New York, New York, Ronald Heller, Flushing, New York, 
Max Braverman, Brooklyn, New York, Marvin Kaufman, 
Riverdale, New York, Norman Rosenblum, Mamaroneck, 
New York, Martin Pearl, Miami Beach, Florida, Arthur Bove, 
Hempstead, New York, Gerald Bell, Hartsdale, New York, 
Mehendra Amin, Hoboken, New Jersey, Calvin Schwell, 
Bayside, New York, David Marincic, Santa Monica, Califor- 
nia, Ghulam Mohamed Chandu, Flushing, New York, Ar- 
thur Silver, Beverly Hills, California, Morton Blaufarb, 
Miami Beach, Florida, Howard Sherman, Bronx, New York, 
Sam Tolkoff, Yonkers, New York, Jack Rubin, Brooklyn, 
New York, all salesmen at Bove & Co.; and Anthony Diesu, 
Maspeth, New York and Jack Gompers, Whitestone, New 
York, both clerks at Bove & Co. The proceeding also named 
as respondents JNT Investors, Inc. (“JNT’’), a New York 
City broker-dealer, Jay N. Tabatchnick, Sunrise, Florida, 
Harlan J. Sauer, Livingston, New Jersey and Gerald S. 
Hodes, New York, New York, principals of JNT; Robert 
Wuensch, Livingston, New Jersey and Leonard Strauss, 

West Orange, New Jersey, salesmen at JNT; Martin Weiss, 
Livingston, New Jersey, a salesman at a New York broker- 
dealer; Provident Securities, Inc. (‘Provident’), a New York 
City broker-dealer; Pericles Constantinou, New York, New 
York, president of Provident; P & H Associates (““P & H”’), 
a New York City broker-dealer, Thomas E. Herman, Bronx, 
New York and Ronald C. Pilatsky, East Patchoque, New 
York, partners of P & H Associates; Todd & Co., Inc. 
(“Todd & Co.’’), a New Jersey broker-dealer; Thomas Lang- 
bein, Franklin Lakes, New Jersey, president of Todd & Co.; 
Donald Messenger (“‘Messenger’’), West Orange, New Jer- 
sey, a salesman at Todd & Co.; Executive Growth Securi- 
ties Corp. (“Executive Growth”), a New Jersey Broker- 
dealer; Paul Goldberg a/k/a Paul Stevens, East Brunswick, 
New Jersey, president of Executive Growth; and Arnold 
Bruck (“Bruck’’), Bronx, New York, a salesman at a New 
York broker-dealer, and Austin, James & Co., Inc. (“James 
& Co.”), a New York City broker-dealer. Austin and O’Brien 
were principals of James & Co. 


The proceedings are based on allegations by the Division of 
Enforcement that Bove & Co., its principals and salesmen, 
INT, its principals, salesmen and Weiss, Provident, Execu- 





tive Growth, Todd, P & H, and their respective principals 
and Messenger and Bruck violated the anti-fraud provisions 
of the Federal securities laws in that each of them, at var- 
ious times from January, 1970 to June 1972, manipulated 
the price of some or all of 35 different securities enumerated 
in the Order for Proceedings. These securities were Master 
Woodcraft, Inc., Wells T. P. Sciences, Inc., Clayco Petroleum 
Corp., Multivox Corporation of America, National Auto 
Brokers Corp., Princeton Associates for Human Resources, 
Inc., Thermal Industries, Inc., Comfax Industries, Inc., 
Jaymee Industries, Inc., Schnur Appel, Inc., Environmental 
Pollution Research Corp., Ferronics, Inc., Logi Metrics, 

Inc., Weiss Pollution Control Corp., Technology Transfer 
Ltd., Initio, Inc., Fischer & Bros., Inc., Pay-Fone Systems, 
Inc., Smugglers Attic, Inc., Engine Power Corp., Franklin 
Marketing Systems, Fantastic Fudge, Inc., Charter Funding, 
Inc., Commonwealth Silver Industries, Ltd., Vicon Products 
Corp., Fiberstatics Corp., Municiplex, Inc., Automated 
Medical Sciences, Inc., Publishing Computer Services, Inc., 
Draperies Plus, Inc., Panten & Co., Pulsatronics, Inc., 
Florida Glass Industries, Inc., General Precision Corp., and 
Areoptix Technology Corp. 


The Commission’s Order alleged that Bove & Co. and its 
principals manipulated the price of all of the above stocks 
except Fiberstatics Corp. and that Bove & Co. salesmen 
named as respondents, in certain of those stocks, aided 

and abetted such manipulation in that they effected 
transactions to artificially influence the market price of 
those stocks and:create a false and misleading appearance 
of an active market for shares of such stocks. The Order 
charges that Bove & Co. employed devices designed to con- 
trol the float of those stocks and their prices by placing 
restrictions on the sale of stocks it underwrote or promoted 
for sale to its customers and by engaging in reciprocal ar- 
rangements with James & Co., Provident, Executive Growth, 
JNT, Todd & Co., P & H and other broker-dealers. 


In addition, the Order charged that Bove & Co. violated 
and Bove, Murray, Gompers, Schwell, Austin and O’Brien 
aided and abetted violations of the Exchange Act in that 
Bove & Co. failed to file an amendment with the Commis- 
sion reflecting that Gompers and Schwell were principals 

of Bove & Co. The Order also charged that Bove & Co. 
violated and its principals and various salesmen and clerks 
aided and abetted violations of the Commission’s book- 
keeping requirements in that Bove & Co. failed to make and 
retain accurate records reflecting the beneficial owners of 
various Customer accounts in that certain nominee accounts 
were maintained at Bove & Co. and that Bove & Co. failed 
to make and retain various ledgers reflecting assets, liabili- 
ties, income and expense and capital accounts. 


Furthermore, the Order alleged that Schwinger, as account- 
ant for Bove & Co., violated and aided and abetted viola- 
tions of the anti-fraud and recordkeeping provisions of the 
Exchange Act. The Commission’s Order also charged that 
Bove & Co. and its officers violated and willfully aided and 
abetted violations of the Commission’s net capital rules 
during May, 1972 and that a trustee was appointed to 
liquidate Bove & Co. pursuant to the Securities Investor 
Protection Act of 1970. 


The Order also charged that JNT and its officers manipu- 
lated the price of nine different stocks and the named 
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salesmen at JNT and Weiss, in certain instances, aided and 
abetted such manipulation by employing devices designed 
to contro! the float and prices of those stocks. Those stocks 
included Wells T. P. Sciences, Inc., Clayco Petroleum Corp., 
Multivox Corporation of America, Princeton Associates for 
Human Resources, Inc., Pulsatronics, Inc., Charter Funding, 
Inc., Commonwealth Silver Industries, Ltd., Vicon Products 
Corp., and Fiberstatics Corp. In addition, the Order charged 
that JNT, aided and abetted by its officers, violated the 
Commission’s Net Capital Rule during February, 1972 and 
that a trustee was appointed to liquidate JNT pursuant to 
the Securities Investor Protection Act of 1970. 


Finally, the Order charged that Bruck, while a salesman at 

a New York City broker-dealer, caused that broker-dealer to 
fail to make and retain books and records reflecting the 
beneficial owners of customer accounts. 


A hearing will be scheduled by further Order to take evidence 
on the staff charges and afford the respondents an opportun- 
ity to offer any defenses thereto, for the purpose of deter- 
mining whether the allegations are true, and if so, whether 
any action of a remedial nature is necessary or appropriate 

in the public interest. 





SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 10886/June 27, 1974 


The Securities and Exchange Commission has ordered the 
institution of public administrative proceedings under the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 against Fulton, Reid & 
Staples, Inc. (Fulton Reid), a Cleveland, Ohio broker-deal- 
er, and John M. Durham, William R. Sohaski (Sohaski) and 
Anthony J. Holtzman, all former registered representatives 
of Fulton, Reid in its Fort Wayne, Indiana Branch Office. 
Sohaski was also the branch manager at the time of the 
alleged violations. 


The proceedings are based on allegations of the staff that 
the Respondents willfully violated and willfully aided and 
abetted violations of the anti-fraud provisions of the federal 
securities laws in connection with transactions in the com- 
mon stock of Blasius Industries, Inc. 


A hearing will be scheduled by further order to determine 
whether the allegations of the staff are true, to afford the 
Respondents an opportunity to offer any defense thereto 
and to determine whether any action of a remdial nature 
is necessary or appropriate in the public interest. 





SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Release No. 10887/June 27, 1974 


See Securities Act Release No. 5508/June 27, 1974. 
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PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 1935 
Release No. 18468/June 25, 1974 





In the Matter of 


ALLEGHENY POWER SYSTEM, INC. 
New York, New York 10022 


MONONGAHELA POWER COMPANY 
Fairmont, West Virginia 26554 


THE POTOMAC EDISON COMPANY 
Hagerstown, Maryland 21740 


WEST PENN POWER COMPANY 
Greensburg, Pennsylvania 15601 
(70-5483) 


ORDER AUTHORIZING ISSUE AND SALE OF COM- 
MON STOCK BY SUBSIDIARY AND RELEASE OF 
JURISDICTION IN CONNECTION THEREWITH 





Allegheny Power System, Inc. (“APS”), a registered hold- 
ing company, and three of its public utility subsidiary com- 
panies, Monongahela Power Company (“Monongahela”), 
The Potomac Edison Company (‘“PE”’), and West Penn 
Power Company (‘West Penn’’), have filed with this Com- 
mission a post-effective amendment to its application-de- 
claration previously filed in this matter pursuant to Sec- 
tions 6, 7, 9, 10 and 12 of the Public Utility Holding Com- 
pany Act of 1935 (““Act”’) and Rule 50(a)(3) promulgated 
thereunder regarding the following proposed transactions. 





By Order dated April 29, 1974 (Holding Company Act Re- 
lease No. 18398), the Commission, among other things, re- 
served jurisdiction with respect to the issuance by PE of 
500,000 shares of its common stock, as the record was in- 
complete as to that transaction. 


APS has filed a post-effective amendment in this proceeding 
informing the Commission that the Pennsylvania Public 
Utility Commission and the Virginia State Corporation Com- 
mission have authorized the issuance by PE of its common 
stock. Such filing completes the record as to that transac- 
tion. 


Upon the basis of the facts in the record, it is hereby found 
that the applicable standards of the Act and the rules there- 
under are satisfied and that no adverse findings are neces- 
sary; and that it is appropriate in the public interest and in 
the interest of investors and consumers that said application- 
declaration, as amended by said post-effective amendment, 
be granted and permitted to become effuctive and that the 
jurisdiction heretofore reserved be released; 


IT iS ORDERED, pursuant to the applicable provisions of 
the Act and rules thereunder, that said application-declara- 
tion, as amended by said post-effective amendment, be, and 
it hereby is, granted and permitted to become effective 
forthwith, and the jurisdiction theretofore reserved be, and 
the same hereby is, released. 
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_ For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate Regula- 


tion, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 1935 
Release No. 18469/June 26, 1974 


In the Matter of 


THE COLUMBIA GAS SYSTEM, INC. 
Wilmington, Delaware 
(70-5509) 


ORDER AUTHORIZING ISSUE AND SALE OF PREFER- 
RED STOCK AT COMPETITIVE BIDDING 


The Columbia Gas System, Inc. (““Columbia’’), a registered 
holding company, has filed an application-declaration and 
amendments thereto with this Commission pursuant to Sec- 
tions 6 and 7 of the Public Utility Holding Company Act of 
1935 (“*Act’’) and Rule 50 promulgated thereunder regard- 
ing the following proposed transaction. 


All external financing for the Columbia System is done at 
the parent company level, i.e., through the issue and sale of 
securities of Columbia. In anticipation of the sale of an ini- 
tial series of preferred stock Columbia, on April 18, 1974, 
amended its Certificate of Incorporation (see HCAR No. 
18304, March 15, 1974) so as to restate its preferred stock 
protective provisions in substantial conformity with the 


Statement of Policy with respect to preferred stock promul- 


gated by the Commission in 1956 and 1970 (HCAR Nos. 
13106 and 16758). Columbia now proposes to issue and 


sell in July 1974, subject to the competitive bidding require- 


ments of Rule 50 under the Act, 1,000,000 shares of % 
Cumulative Preferred Stock, Series A, par value $50 per 
share (““Stock’’). 


The dividend rate (which shall be a multiple of 0.08%) and 
the price (which shall be not less than $50 nor more than 
$51.375 per share) will be determined by the competitive 
bidding. The terms of the Stock will provide that Columbia 
shall have the option to redeem shares of the Stock, pro- 
vided however, that no such optional redemption shall be 
made prior to July 1, 1979, directly or indirectly, with bor- 
rowed funds having a lower effective interest cost or from 
the issuance of another series of preferred stock having a 
lower effective dividend cost. A sinking fund will be pro- 
vided to redeem 50,000 shares of Stock yearly beginning 
with the year 1980. 


The following tabulation shows the consolidated capital 
structure of Columbia and its subsidiaries as to March 31, 
1974, actual and pro forma, giving effect to the issuance 
: the Stock, at an assumed price to Columbia of $50 per 
share. 











Actual Pro Forma 
Amount % Amount % 
($000) ($000) 

Long-term debt: 1/ 
Debentures 1,108,621 51.6 1,108,621 50.6 
Subordinated bank loans 60,000 2.8 60,000 2.7 
Term bank loans 50,000 2.3 50,000 2.3 
Other 8,621 0.4 8,621 0.4 
Total long-term debt 1,227,242 57.1 1,227,242 56.0 





Common Stock equity 920,485 42.9 915,8602/ 41.7 
Preferred Stock equity - ~ 50,000 2.3 
Total $2,147,727 100.0 2,193,102 100.0 








1/ Includes current maturities. 


2/ After payment of preferred dividends at an assumed rate of 9%%. 


Columbia proposes to use the proceeds from the sale of the 
Stock together with: (1) proceeds from the sale of $40 
million principal amount of % Debentures, Series due 
June 1999 (File No. 70-5486); (2) an additional $85 million 
of long-term financing in late 1974 (in a form to be de- 
termined); and (3) internally generated funds, to finance the 
1974 capital expenditure program of Columbia’s subsidi- 
aries (estimated at approximately $340 million). 


Columbia also expects, in 1974, to issue and sell (i) an addi- 
tional $60 million of subordinated notes to banks, pursuant 
to the authorization granted in File No. 70-5039 (HCAR No. 
17213, August 2, 1971); and (ii) commercial paper and/or 
notes to banks (“short-term notes’’) in an aggregate face 
amount not exceeding $220 million at any one time out- 
standing, pursuant to the authorization sought in File No. 
70-5481 (HCAR No. 18388, May 10, 1974). After apply- 
ing part of the proceeds from the anticipated long-term 
financing later in 1974, to retirement of short-term notes, 
Columbia expects that the amount thereof outstanding at 
December 31, 1974 will consist of $20 million commercial 
paper and $115 million of gas inventory bank loans. Said 
inventory bank loans are expected to be repaid early in 
1975 as gas is withdrawn from inventory and sold. 


Fees and expenses to be incurred in connection with the 
proposed transaction aggregate $139,753, including legal 
fees of $15,000 and accounting fees of $10,000. No State 
or Federal commission, other than this Commission, has 
jurisdiction over the transaction proposed herein. 


Due notice of the filing of said application-declaration, as 
amended, has been given in the manner prescribed in Rule 
23 promulgated under the Act (Holding Company Act Re- 
lease No. 18427), and no hearing has been requested of or 
ordered by the Commission. Upon the basis of the facts in 
the record, it is hereby found that the applicable standards 
of the Act and the rules thereunder are satisfied and that 
no adverse findings are necessary; and that it is appropri- 
ate in the public interest and in the interest of investors 
and consumers that said application-declaration, as 
amended, be granted and permitted to become effective: 


IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to the applicable provisions of 
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the Act and rules thereunder, that said application-declara- 
tion, as amended, be, and it hereby is, granted and per- 
mitted to become effective forthwith, subject to the terms 
and conditions prescribed in Rule 24 promulgated under 
the Act. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate Regula- 
tion, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 1935 
Release No. 18470/June 25, 1974 


In the Matter of 


THE NARRAGANSETT ELECTRIC COMPANY 
280 Melrose Street 

Providence, Rhode Island 02901 

(70-5514) 


NOTICE OF PROPOSED INCREASE IN PERMITTED 
SHORT-TERM UNSECURED INDEBTEDNESS AND 
ORDER AUTHORIZING SOLICITATION OF PROXIES 
IN CONNECTION THEREWITH 


NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that The Narragansett Elec- 
tric Company (“Narragansett”), an electric utility subsidiary 
company of New England Electric System (‘“NEES”), a 
registered holding company, has filed a declaration and an 
amendment thereto with this Commission pursuant to the 
Public Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 (‘‘Act’’), 
designating Sections 6(a), 7(e) and 12 (e) of the Act and 
Rule 62 promulgated thereunder as applicable to the pro- 
posed transactions. All interested persons are referred to 
the declaration, as amended, which is summarized below, 
for a complete statement of the proposed transactions. 


The preference provisions of the Narragansett preferred 
stock provide, among other things, that without the vote of 
a majority of the preferred stock then outstanding, Narra- 
gansett’s unsecured indebtedness shall not exceed 10% of 
all bonds and secured indebtedness and the capital and sur- 
plus (capital and retained earnings) of Narragansett. 


Narragansett now proposes, subject to approval of its pre- 
ferred stockholders, to issue unsecured indebtedness in ex- 
cess of the 10% limitation, provided (i) such indebtedness 
be issued within five years of this Commission’s order mak- 
ing effective the declaration filed in this proceeding, (ii) 
such indebtedness have a maturity not more than six years 
from the date of such order, and (iii) all Narragansett’s un- 
secured indebtedness not exceed 20% of the aggregate 
principal amount of all bonds and other secured indebted- 
ness and the capital surplus (capital and retained earnings) 
of Narragansett. 


At March 31, 1974, following issuance of Narragansett’s 
Series J First Mortgage Bonds and the application of pro- 
ceeds therefrom to the payment of unsecured debt, Nar- 
ragansett had $1,200,000 of unsecured debt outstanding. 
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At that date, the 10% limitation restricted Narragansett to 
$18,300,000 of unsecured debt, and a 20% limit would re- 
strict it to $36,600,000 in such unsecured debt. At March 
31, 1974, Narragansett had made such unsecured borrow- 
ings at the prime interest rate which at that date was 9% per 
annum. 


Narragansett states it is seeking the authorization from its 
preferred stockholders to issue the additional unsecured 
debt for flexibility in circumstances when it is more advan- 
tageous to issue short-term debt than other securities. Nar- 
rangansett states that it does not plan to maintain short- 
term debt in excess of the 10% restriction permanently. 


As instances in which Narragansett may require the flexibil- 
ity to issue the additional unsecured debt, the following 
possible needs are stated: Narragansett states that in order 
to refund $21,925,000 of its Series A First Mortgage Bonds, 
it may be necessary to finance such refunding on a tempor- 
ary basis from issuance of unsecured notes. This step would 
be necessary if for any reason Narragansett is unable to is- 
sue and sell a new series of first mortgage bonds, the pro- 
ceeds of which would be used to retire the Series A bonds. 
Narragansett also states that issuance of unsecured debt may 
be required in connection with refunding $7,500,000 of 
first mortgage bonds maturing in 1975 and to finance con- 
struction of transmission facilities for a nuclear plant in 
Rhode Island. 


Narragansett proposes to solicit proxies from its preferred 
stockholders to be used at a special meeting of preferred 
shareholders to be held on July 25, 1974, for the purpose of 
obtaining preferred shareholder approval for the foregoing 
proposal. Approval of the proposa! requires the affirmative 
vote of a majority of the total shares of outstanding pre- 
ferred stock voting as a class. 


Narragansett has requested, pursuant to Rule 62 under the 
Act, that this Commission approve the solicitation of prox- 
ies from the preferred stockholders at the time of the issu- 
ance of the notice of filing in this proceeding. 


Expenses to be incurred in connection with the proposed 
transaction are estimated at $8,000, including services of 
the NEES service company, at cost of $2,000. The declara- 
tion states that no state commission and no federal com- 
mission, other than this Commission, has jurisdiction over 
the proposed transaction. 


NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that any interested person 
may, not later than July 18, 1974, request in writing that 

a hearing be held with respect to the proposed increase in 
permitted short-term unsecured indebtedness, stating the 
nature of his interest, the reasons for such request, and the 
issues of fact or law raised by said application-declaration 
which he desires to controvert; or he may request that he 
be notified if the Commission should order a hearing there- 
on. Any such request should be addressed: Secretary, Se- 
curities and Exchange Commission, Washington, D.C. 20549. 
A copy of such request should be served personally or by 
mail (air mail if the person being served is located more 
than 500 miles from the point of mailing) upon the declar- 
ant at the above-stated address, and proof of service (by 
affidavit or, in case of an attorney at law, by certificate) 
should be filed with the request. At any time after said 
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date, the declaration, as amended, or as it may be further 
amended, may be permitted to become effective as pro- 
vided in Rule 23 of the General Rules and Regulations pro- 
mulgated under the Act, or the Commission may grant ex- 
emption from such rules as provided in Rules 20(a) and 100 
thereof or take such other action as it may deem appropri- 
ate. Persons who request a hearing or advice as to whether 

a hearing is ordered will receive any notices and orders is- 
sued in this matter, including the date of the hearing (if 
ordered) and any postponements thereof. 


It appearing that Narragansett’s declaration, as amended, 
regarding the proposed solicitation of proxies should be per- 
mitted to become effective forthwith pursuant to Rule 62: 


IT 1S ORDERED that the declaration, as amended, regard- 
ing the proposed solicitation of proxies be, and it hereby 
is, permitted to become effective forthwith pursuant to 
Rule 62 and subject to the terms and conditions prescribed 
in Rule 24 under the Act. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate Regula- 
tion, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 1935 
Release No. 18471/June 25, 1974 


In the Matter of 


MIDDLE SOUTH UTILITIES, INC. 
New York, New York 


LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
New Orleans, Louisiana 
(70-5268) 


SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER AUTHORIZING EXTENSION 
OF TIME TO ISSUE AND SELL COMMERCIAL PAPER 


Louisiana Power and Light Company (“Louisiana’’), a pub- 
lic-utility subsidiary company of Middle South Utilities 
(“Middle South”), a registered holding company, has filed 
with this Commission a second post-effective amendment 

to the application-declaration in this proceeding pursuant to 
Sections 6(a) and 7 of the Public Utility Holding Company 
Act of 1935 (“Act”) and Rule 50(a)(5) promulgated there- 
under regarding the following proposed transactions. 


By order dated December 15, 1972 (HCAR No. 17808), 

the Commission authorized Louisiana, among other things, 
to issue and sell short-term notes in an aggregate principal 
amount not exceeding $50,000,000 outstanding at any one 
time to certain banks and a dealer in commercial paper 
through June 30, 1974, with maturities not later than De- 
cember 31, 1974. By order dated December 7, 1973 (HCAR 
No. 18211), the Commission extended the borrowing period 
for the bank loans through December 31, 1974. Louisiana 
now requests that the Commission extend the period during 
which the company is authorized to issue and sell short-term 
notes to the dealer in commercial paper through December 
31, 1974. No other changes are requested. 





No State or Federal Commission, other than this Commis- 
sion, has jurisdiction over the proposed transactions. 


Upon the basis of the facts in the record, it is hereby found 
that the applicable standards of the Act and the rules pro- 
mulgated thereunder are satisfied and that no adverse find- 
ings are necessary; and that it is appropriate in the public 
interest and in the interest of investors and consumers that 
said application-declaration, as amended by said post-effec- 
tive amendment, be granted and permitted to become 
effective: 


IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to the applicable provisions of 
the Act and rules thereunder, that said application-declara- 
tion, as amended by said post-effective amendment, be, 
and it hereby is, granted and permitted to become effective 
forthwith, subject to the terms and conditions prescribed 
in Rule 24 promulgated under the Act. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate Regula- 
tion, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 1935 
Release No. 18472/June 25, 1974 


In the Matter of 


MISSISSIPPI POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
Jackson, Mississippi 
(70-5504) 


ORDER RELEASING JURISDICTION 


By order dated June 10, 1974, in this proceeding (Holding 
Company Act Release No. 18450), Mississippi Power & 
Light Company (“Mississippi’’), an electric utility subsidiary 
company of Middle South Utilities, Inc., a registered hold- 
ing company, was authorized to conduct certain transactions 
relating to the financing of pollution control facilities. In 
connection therewith, Washington County, Mississippi, is 
issuing its Series A-| and Series A-!! Pollution Control 
Revenue Bonds in the aggregate principal amounts of 
$8,400,000 and $1,000,000, respectively. 


In said order of June 10, 1974, jurisdiction was reserved 
with respect to the semi-annual installment payment obli- 
gations to be undertaken by Mississippi pursuant to install- 
ment sales agreements with Washington County and Warren 
County, Mississippi, insofar as such payments are affected 
by the effective interest rates of the pollution control 
revenue bonds. 


Mississippi has filed an amendment in this proceeding inform- 
ing the Commission that Washington County has completed 
arrangements with a group of underwriters for the sale of 
both series of its pollution bonds and that said pollution 
bonds will bear an interest rate resulting in an effective cost 
of money to the County of 7.50% per annum. It is further 
stated that, due to prevailing market conditions, the date of 
the issuance and sale of the pollution control revenue bonds 
by Warren County, Mississippi, in the aggregate principal 
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amount of $8,575,000 has been postponed indefinitely and 
that, in the event the issuance and sale of said Warren Coun- 
ty Bonds are reactivated, appropriate further filings with the 
Commission will be made. 


Upon the basis of the facts in the record, amended as above 
indicated, it is hereby founda that the applicable standards of 
the Act and the rules thereunder are satisfied and that no 
adverse findings are necessary; and that it is appropriate in 
the public interest and in the interest of investors and con- 
sumers that the jurisdiction heretofore reserved with respect 
to Mississippi's payment obligations as affected by the Wash- 
ington County bonds be released: 


IT iS ORDERED that said jurisdiction heretofore reserved 
be, and the same hereby is, released. 


IT 1S FURTHER ORDERED that the jurisdiction hereto- 
fore reserved with respect to Mississippi’s payment obliga- 
tions as affected by the Warren County bonds be, and the 
same hereby is, retained. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate Regula- 
tion, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 


By: Shirley E. Hollis 
Assistant Secretary 





PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 1935 
Release No. 18473/June 27, 1974 


In the Matter of 


ALLEGHENY POWER SYSTEM, INC. 
New York, New York 10022 


MONONGAHELA POWER COMPANY 
Fairmont, West Virginia 26554 


THE POTOMAC EDISON COMPANY 
Hagerstown, Maryland 21740 


THE POTOMAC EDISON COMPANY OF VIRGINIA 
Kernstown, Virginia 22601 


THE POTOMAC EDISON COMPANY OF WEST VIRGINIA 
Martinsburg, West Virginia 25401 


THE POTOMAC EDISON COMPANY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
Waynesboro, Pennsylvania 17268 


MONTEREY UTILITIES CORPORATION 

Fairmont, West Virginia 26554 

(70-5340) 

SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER DECLARING THAT SUBSIDI- 
ARY COMPANIES HAVE CEASED TO BE HOLDING 
COMPANIES 


Allegheny Power System, Inc. (““APS’’), a registered holding 
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company, its subsidiary electric utility and registered hold- 
ing companies, Monongahela Power Company (““Mononga- 
hela’’) and the Potomac Edison Company (“’PE’’), PE’s 
subsidiary electric utility companies, The Potomac Edison 
Company of Virginia (PE Va.), The Potomac Edison Com- 
pany of West Virginia (PE W. Va.) and The Potomac Edi- 
son Company of Pennsylvania (PE Pa.) and Monongahela’s 
electric utility subsidiary company, Monterey Utilities Cor- 
poration (Monterey), have filed an application-declaration 
and amendments thereto with this Commission pursuant 
to Sections 5(d), 9(a), 10, and 12(c), (d), (f) and (g) of the 
Public Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 (““Act”’) re- 
garding a series of transactions designed to simplify the 
APS corporate structure. 









By Order dated April 23, 1974 (Holding Company Act Re- 
lease No. 18389) this Commission authorized, among other 
things, (i) acquisition of Monterey’s common stock by PE 
Va. and (ii) merger of Monterey, PE Va., PE W. Va. and 
PE Pa. into PE. Jurisdiction was reserved with respect to a 
request pursuant to Section 5(d) of the Act that Mononga- 
hela and PE have ceased to be holding companies under the 
Act. Applicants-declarants have now represented that they 
have consummated all the proposed transactions. 


Upon the basis of the facts in the record, it is hereby found 
that PE and Monongahela have ceased to be holding com- 
panies under the Act and that their registrations under the 
Act should be terminated. Due notice of the filing of said 
application-declaration, as amended, has been given in the 
manner prescribed in Rule 23 promulgated under the Act 
(Holding Company Act Release Nos. 18069 and 18333) 
and no hearing has been requested of or ordered by the 
Commission. 





IT iS ORDERED, pursuant to the provisions of Section 5(d) 
of the Act, that PE and Monongahela have ceased to be hold- 
ing companies and that, subject to the reservation of juris- 
diction over fees heretofore ordered in the proceeding by 
Order dated April 23, 1974 (Holding Company Act Release 
No. 18389), the registration of PE and Monongahela as 
holding companies shall cease forthwith to be in effect. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate Regula- 
tion, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 


By: Shirley E. Hollis 
Assistant Secretary 





PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 1935 
Release No. 18474/June 27, 1974 


In the Matter of 


NEW ENGLAND POWER COMPANY 
NEW ENGLAND ELECTRIC SYSTEM 
Westborough, Massachusetts 01581 
(70-5506) 
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MON STOCK TO HOLDING COMPANY 


New England Electric System (“NEES”), a registered hold- 
ing company, and New England Power Company (“NEP- 
CO”), one of the NEES electric utility subsidiary compan- 
ies, have filed an application-declaration and an amendment 
thereto with this Commission pursuant to Sections 6(b), 
9(a), 10, and 12 of the Public Utility Holding Company Act 
of 1935 (“Act”), and Rule 42 promulgated thereunder re- 
garding the following proposed transactions. 


NEPCO proposes to issue and sell to NEES, its sole com- 
mon stockholder, 750,000 additional shares of common 
stock, $20 par value per share, and NEES proposes to ac- 
quire such shares for cash at $40 per share, or a total con- 
sideration of $30,000,000. Upon such issuance and sale, 
NEPCO will have outstanding 5,824,896 shares of common 
stock of an aggregate par value of $116,497,920. 


As of May 7, 1974, NEPCO had outstanding $108,000,000 
of short-term notes. The proceeds from the issuance and 
sale of the additional common stock will be applied to the 
payment of then outstanding short-term notes payable 
evidencing borrowings made for capitalizable construction 
expenditures or to reimburse the treasury therefor. 


It is stated that the proposed issuance and sale of the com- 
mon stock have been authorized by the Massachusetts De- 
partment of Public Utilities. The New Hampshire Public 
Utilities Commission and the Vermont Public Service Board 
and that no other state commission and no federal commis- 
sion, other than this Commission, has jurisdiction over the 
proposed transactions. 


Due notice of the filing of said application-declaration has 
been given in the manner prescribed in Rule 23 promul- 
gated under the Act (Holding Company Act Release No. 
18425), and no hearing has been requested of or ordered 
by the Commission. Upon the basis of the facts in the re- 
cord, it is hereby found that the applicable standards of the 
Act and the rules thereunder are satisfied and that no ad- 
verse findings are necessary; and that it is appropriate in 
the public interest and in the interest of investors and con- 
sumers that said application-declaration, as amended, be 
granted and permitted to become effective: 


IT |S ORDERED, pursuant to the applicable provisions of 
the Act and rules thereunder, that said application-declara- 
tion, as amended, be, and it hereby is, granted and permit- 
ted to become effective forthwith, subject to the terms and 
conditions prescribed in Rule 24 promulgated under the 
Act. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate Regula- 
tion, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 


By: Shirley E. Hollis 
Assistant Secretary 





PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 1935 
Release No. 18475/June 27, 1974 


In the Matter of 


NEW ENGLAND ELECTRIC SYSTEM 
Westborough, Massachusetts 01581 
(70-5507) 


ORDER AUTHORIZING ISSUE AND SALE OF SHORT- 
TERM NOTES TO BANKS 


New England Electric System (“NEES”), a registered hold- 
ing company, has filed an application-declaration and an 
amendment thereto with this Commission pursuant to Sec- 
tions 6(a), 7, 9(a), and 12 of the Public Utility Holding 
Company Act of 1935 (“Act’’) and Rules 42(a) and 50(a) 
(2) promulgated thereunder regarding the following pro- 
posed transaction. 


NEES requests that, for the period ending December 31, 
1975, it be permitted from time to time to issue short- 
term notes to banks provided that the aggregate principal 
amount of such notes outstanding at any one time shall 
not be more than $50,000,000. Upon completion of the 
next common share issue, the proceeds of which are ex- 
pected to aggregate up to $50,000,000, the borrowing 
authority requested hereby will terminate. 


The proceeds from the sales of the notes will be made avail- 
able to subsidiaries (particularly New England Power Com- 
pany (NEPCO)) through the purchase of additional shares 
of their capital stocks, capital contributions, or loans or 
some combination thereof, in furtherance of their construc- 
tion programs, such additional investments are subject to 
additional filing with this Commission. 


The proposed borrowings from the banks listed below will 
be evidenced by notes payable maturing in less than one 
year from date of issuance and will provide for prior pay- 
ment in whole or in part without premium or penalty. 


NEES proposes to borrow $30,000,000 for investment in 
additional shares of NEPCO’s common stock. For such bor- 
rowings the banks will not require customary 20 percent 
compensating balances. In lieu thereof the short-term notes 
will bear interest at rates which vary among the several banks 
from 110 percent to 118 percent of the floating prime rate. 
The bank which will charge 110 percent of the prime rate 
will also require 5 percent compensating balances. 


In addition, borrowings of up to $20,000,000 will be made 
from time to time to provide funds for further investments 
in NEPCO and/or other subsidiaries. The interest rates on 
such borrowings will also vary up to a maximum of 118 
percent of the prime rate. In addition, fees ranging from 4 
percent to 9 percent of the prime rate as applied to any un- 
used line of credit will be required. The bank which will 
charge the 4 percent fee will also require’ compensating bal- 
ances equal to 5 percent of the line of credit. 


The effective interest cost of the borrowings from the banks 
will range from 13.11 percent to 13.57 percent or an aggre- 

gate effective interest cost to NEES of 13.34 percent assum- 
ing the full lines of credit are in use and the prime rate is 
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11.5 percent. In each case the effective interest cost for the 
proposed borrowings will be less than the effective interest 
cost of borrowing at the prime rate plus the customary 20 
percent compensating balances, which would be 14.375 
percent based on 11.5 percent prime rate. 








$30 Million $20 Million 
Borrowing Borrowing 
Name of Bank Amount Amount 
Continental Illinois National 
Bank and Trust Company, 
Chicago $10,000,000 - 
The Chase Manhattan Bank, 
N.A., New York 5,000,000 $ 5,000,000 
First National City Bank, 
New York 5,000,000 = 
Irving Trust Company, 
New York 5,000,000 5,000,000 
Morgan Guaranty Trust Com- 
pany, New York 5,000,000 10,000,000 
$30,000,000 $20,000,000 


NEES requests that it be permitted to file certificates of 
notification covering all transactions effected pursuant to 
the authority requested hereby during such quarter within 
thirty days after the end of each calendar quarter. 


Total estimated expenses in connection with the proposed 
transaction is $5,000, of which $3,000 will be for services 
performed at cost by New England Power Service Company, 
an affiliated service company. No state commission and no 
federal commission, other than this Commission, has juris- 
diction over the proposed transaction. 


Due notice of the filing of said application-declaration has 
been given in the manner prescribed in Rule 23 promul- 
gated under the Act (Holding Company Act Release No. 
18432), and no hearing has been requested of or ordered by 
the Commission. 


Upon the basis of the facts in the record, it is hereby found 
that the applicable standards of the Act and the rules there- 
under are satisfied and that no adverse findings are neces- 
sary; and that it is appropriate in the public interest and in 


the interest of investors and consumers that said application- 


declaration as amended, be granted and permitted to be- 
come effective: 


IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to the applicable provisions of 
the Act and rules thereunder, that said application-declara- 
tion, as amended, be, and it hereby is, granted and per- 
mitted to become effective forthwith, subject to the terms 
and conditions prescribed in Rule 24 promulgated under 
the Act except that the time for filing certificates of notifi- 
cation is extended as heretofor indicated. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate Regula- 
tion, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 


By: Shirley E. Hollis 
Assistant Secretary 
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INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Release No. 8396/June 24, 1974 


In the Matter of 


THE DEAN WITTER TAX-EXEMPT TRUST, 
FIRST SERIES (AND SUBSEQUENT SERIES)* 
c/o Dean Witter & Co., Incorporated 

45 Montgomery Street 

San Francisco, California 94106 


and 


14 Wall Street 
New York, New York 10005 
(812-3620) 


NOTICE OF FILING OF APPLICATION PURSUANT TO 
SECTION 6(c) OF THE ACT FOR EXEMPTION FROM 
SECTION 14(a) OF THE ACT AND RULES 19b-1 AND 
22c-1 THEREUNDER AND PURSUANT TO SECTION 


45(a) OF THE ACT GRANTING CONFIDENTIAL TREAT- 


MENT 


NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Dean Witter Tax- 
Exempt Trust, First Series (and Subsequent Series) (“Appli- 
cant’), a unit investment trust registered under the Invest- 
ment Company Act of 1940 (“Act”), has filed an applica- 
tion pursuant to Section 6(c) of the Act for exemption 
from the provisions of Section 14(a) of the Act and Rules 
19b-1 and 22c-1 thereunder and pursuant to Section 45(a) 
of the Act granting confidential treatment ot profit and 
loss statements of Dean Witter & Co. Incorporated (“Spon- 
sor’’), which statements Applicant has filed or may from 
time to time file in connection with registration statements 
of various series of Applicant under the Securities Act of 
1933. All interested persons are referred to the application 
on file with the Commission for a statement of the repre- 
sentations contained therein, which are summarized below. 


Applicant is a registered unit investment trust, organized 
under the laws of the State of New York. It is intended 
that United States Trust Company of New York will act 
as Trustee of Applicant (“Trustee”) pursuant to a trust 
agreement (“Trust Agreement”) between the Trustee and 
the Sponsor. Standard & Poor’s Corporation will serve as 
Evaluator. 


The Trust Agreement for each series will contain terms and 
conditions common to all the series. Pursuant to the Trust 
Agreement for each series, the Sponsor will deposit with the 
Trustee not less than $5,000,000 principal amount of tax- 


free, interest bearing obligations (“bonds’’), which the Spon- 


sor shall have accumulated for such purpose, and, simultan- 


eously with such deposit, will receive from the Trustee regis- 


tered certificates for not less than 5,000 units, which will 
represent the entire ownership of that series at the date of 
deposit. 


The Trust Agreement does not provide for the issuance of 
additional units after the initial offering of a series. Each 
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series will consist of the bonds, such bonds as may continue 
to be held from time to time in exchange or substitution for 
any of the bonds upon certain refundings, accrued and un- 
distributed interest and undistributed cash. Certain of the 
bonds may from time to time be sold under special circum- 
stances set forth in the Trust Agreement, or may be re- 
deemed or may mature in accordance with their terms. In 
addition, the Sponsor may direct the Trustee to sell or liqui- 
date any of the bonds upon the happening of certain events. 
The proceeds from such dispositions and from the redemp- 
tion or maturity of any bond will not be reinvested but will 
be distributed to unitholders of the Trust when received. 
While the Sponsor is not obligated to do so, itis its present 
intention to maintain a secondary market for units of Appli- 
cant and continuously to offer to purchase such units at 
prices in excess of the redemption price, as set forth in the 
Trust Agreement. 


Each unit for a particular series will represent a fractional 
undivided interest in that series. Units will be redeemable. 
In the event that any unit shall be redeemed, the portion of 
the fractional undivided interest represented by each unit 
outstanding will be increased. Units will remain outstanding 
until redeemed or until the termination of the Trust Agree- 
ment. The Trust Agreement may be terminated by 100% 
agreement of the unitholders, automatically on a date 50 
years after the date of deposit, or, in the event that the 
value of the series falls below 20% of the par value of the 
bonds initially deposited in the portfolio. 


Section 14(a) 


Section 14(a) of the Act, in substance, provides that no re- 
gistered investment company and no principal underwriter 
for such a company shall make a public offering of securi- 
ties of which such company is the issuer unless (1) the com- 
pany has a net worth of at least $100,000; (2) at the time of 
a previous public offering it had a net worth of $100,000; 

or (3) provision is made that a net worth of $100,000 will 
be obtained from not more than twenty-five responsible 
persons within ninety days, or the entire proceeds received, 
including sales charge, will be refunded. 


Applicant seeks exemption from Section 14(a) in order to 
proceed with the public offering of its units, as described 
above. In connection with the requested exemption, the 
Sponsor has agreed that it will refund, on demand and with- 
out deduction, all sales charges paid by purchasers of units 
in the initial public offering of a series if, within 90 days 
from the time that the registration statement relating to 
such series becomes effective, either (i) the net worth of 
such series shall be reduced to less than $100,000, or (ii) 
such series shall have been terminated. The Sponsor has fur- 
ther agreed to instruct the Trustee on the date of deposit of 
each series that in the event that redemption by the Spon- 
sor of units constituting a part of the unsold units shall re- 
sult in that series having a net worth of less than 40% of its 
value on the date of deposit, the Trustee shall terminate the 
series in the manner provided in the Trust Agreement and 
distribute any bonds or other assets deposited with the 


Trustee pursuant to the Trust Agreement as provided there: 
in. 





Rule 19b-1 


Rule 19b-1(b) provides, in part, that no registered invest- 
ment company which is not a “regulated investment com- 
pany” as defined in Section 851 of the Internal Revenue 
Code shall make more than one distribution of long-term 
capital gains in any one taxable year of such investment 
company. 


Applicant proposes to make monthly distributions of prin- 
cipal and interest to unitholders of a series. Distributions of 
principal constituting capital gains to unitholders may re- 
sult from the sale of bonds at any time during the year to 
provide funds necessary to meet redemptions; if an issuing 
authority calls or redeems an issue held in the portfolio; or 
from the sale of bonds in the limited events provided in the 
Trust Agreement arising from default in any of the bonds or 
other credit factors. Applicant represents that it does not 
believe that such events would, in the normal course, give 
rise to capital gains. If capital gains are realized upon the 
sale of a bond which is the subject of an advance refunding, 
such capital gains will be held by the Trustee and distribu- 
ted only upon the close of the fiscal year of the series. 


Applicant states that the dangers against which Rule 19b-1 
is intended to guard will not exist in connection with any 
series of Applicant, since the events which may give rise 

to capital gains are substantially independent of any action 
by the Sponsor or the Trustee. In addition, it is alleged that 
the amounts involved in a normal distribution of principal 
will be relatively small in comparison to the normal inter- 
est distribution. ° 


Paragraph (b) of Rule 19b-1 provides that a unit investment 
trust may distribute capital gains dividends received from a 
“regulated investment company” within a reasonable time 
after receipt. Applicant states that the purpose behind such 
provision is to avoid forcing unit investment trusts to accum- 
ulate valid distributions received throughout the year and 
distribute them only at year end. Applicant further alleges 
that its situation places it squarely within the purpose of 
such provision. However, in order to comply with the liter- 
al requirements of the Rule, Applicant would be forced to 
hold any monies which would constitute capital gains upon 
distribution until the end of its taxable year. Applicant con- 
tends that such a practice would clearly be to the detriment 
of the unitholders. 


Rule 22c-1 


Rule 22c-1 provides, in part, that redeemable securities of 
registered investment companies may be sold, redeemed or 
repurchased at a price based on the current net asset value 
(computed on each day during which the New York Stock 
Exchange is open for trading not less frequently than once 
daily as of the time of the close of trading on such Ex- 
change) which is next computed after receipt of a tender of 
such security for redemption or of an order to purchase or 
sell such security. 


Applicant states that the Rule has two purposes: (1) to 
eliminate or to reduce any dilution of the value of outstand- 
ing redeemable securities of registered investment compan- 
ies which would occur through the redemption or repur- 
chase of such securities at a price above their net asset value 
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or the sale of such securities at a price based on a previously 
established net asset valuc wiich wauld permit a potential 
investor to take advantage of an upswing in the market and 
the accompanying increase in the net asset value of the se- 
curities; and (2) to minimize speculative trading practices in 
the securities of registered investment companies. 


Applicant represents that the Sponsor, while not obligated 
to do so, intends to maintain a market for the units and con- 
tinuously to offer to purchase units at prices in excess of re- 
demption prices. For purposes of the secondary market tran- 
sactions, an evaluation will only be made once each week. 


Applicant asserts that the pricing of units by the Sponsor in 
the secondary market will in no way affect the assets of Ap- 
plicant, i.e., the underlying bonds, and that unitholders will 
benefit from such pricing procedures by receiving a normal- 
ly higher repurchase price for their units than they would re- 
ceive upon redemption without the cost burden of daily 
evaluations of the unit redemption value. Moreover, the ap- 
plication states that the Sponsor has undertaken to adopt a 
procedure whereby the Evaluator, without a formal evalua- 
tion, will provide the Sponsor with estimated evaluations on 
trading days. In the case of a repurchase by the Sponsor, if 
the Evaluator cannot state that the previous Friday's offering 
side evaluation is at least equal to the current bid price, the 
Sponsor will order a new offering side evaluation. In the 

case of a resale by the Spsonsor, if the Evaluator cannot, 
state that the previous Friday’s price is no more than one- 
half point ($5.00 per $1,000.00 principal amount of under- 
lying bonds) greater than the current offering side evaluation, 
a full evaluation will be ordered. 


Section 45(a) 


Applicant also seeks an order of the Commission pursuant 
to Section 45(a) of the Act granting confidential treatment 
to profit and loss statements of the Sponsor filed with the 
Commission from time to time in connection with offerings 
of units of series of Applicant. 


Section 45(a) of the Act provides in pertinent part that in- 
formation filed with the Commission “shall be made avail- 
able to the public, unless and except insofar as the Commis- 
sion...by order upon application, finds that public disclosure 
is neither necessary nor appropriate in the public interest or 
for the protection of investors.” 


Applicant submits that public disclosure of the Sponsor’s 
profit and loss statements is neither necessary nor appropri- 
ate in the public interest or for the protection of investors. 
Investors in the Fund are not offered an opportunity to ac- 
quire any interest whatsoever in the Sponsor. Apart from the 
Sponsor’s minimal obligation under the Trust Agreement to 
recommend the disposition of underlying bonds which are, 
or are likely to be defaulted upon by the issuers thereof, Ap- 
plicant states that the Sponsor functions primarily as under- 
writer of the series of Applicant. Applicant asserts that there 
is no legitimate interest on the part of investors in the public 
disclosure of the profit and loss statements of the Sponsor. 


To the extent that the Sponsor’s solvency may be thought 
relevant to the maintenance of the secondary market of Units 
of the series, adequate information is contained in other pub- 
lic filings made by the Sponsor with the Commission and the 
major securities exchanges. Moreover, the Sponsor is not ob- 
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ligated to maintains such secondary market, and Unitholders 
have at all times the right to redeem their units at their net 
asset value. 


Section 6(c) of the Act provides, in part, that the Commis- 
sion may conditionally or unconditionally exempt any per- 
son, security, or transaction, or any class or classes of per- 
sons, securities, or transactions from any provisions of the 
Act or of any rule or regulation under the Act, if and to the 
extent such exemption is necessary or appropriate in the pub- 
lic interest and consistent with the protection of investors 
and the purposes fairly intended by the policy and provisions 
of the Act. 


NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that any interested person 
may, not later than July 16, 1974, at 5:30 p.m., submit to 
the Commission in writing a request for hearing on the mat- 
ter accompanied by a statement as to the nature of his inter- 
est, the reason for such request and the issues of fact or law 
proposed to be controverted, or he may request that he be 
notified if the Commission shall order a hearing thereon. 
Any such communication should be addressed: Secretary, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, Washington, D. C. 
20549. A copy of such request shall be served personally or 
by mail (air mail if the person being served is located more 
than 500 miles from the point of mailing) upon Applicant 
at the address stated above. Proof of such service (by affi- 
davit or in case of an attorney at law by certificate) shall be 
filed contemporaneously with the request. As provided by 
Rule 0-5 of the Rules and Regulations promulgated under 
the Act, an order disposing of the application will be issued 
as of course following said date unless the Commission 
thereafter orders a hearing upon request or upon the Commis- 
sion’s own motion. Persons who request a hearing, or advice 
as to whether a hearing is ordered, will receive notice of fur- 
ther developments in this matter, including the date of the 
hearing (if ordered) and any postponements thereof. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Investment Manage- 
ment Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 


*/ Formerly The Public Purpose Bond Fund, Series 1 (and 
Subsequent Series). 





INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Release No. 8397/June 24, 1974 


In the Matter of 


QUIDNET DEVELOPMENT CAPITAL COMPANY 
32 Nassau Street 

princeton, New Jersey 08540 

(812-3625) 


ORDER EXEMPTING COMPANY FROM ALL PROVISIONS 
OF THE ACT 


Quidnet Development Capital Company (“Applicant”), a 
New Jersey limited partnership organized as of March 12, 197 
has filed an application pursuant to Section 6(c) of the In- 
vestment Company Act of 1940 (“Act”), for an order of the 
Commission exempting it from all the provisions of the Act. 
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On May 24, 1974, a notice was issued of the filing of said 
application (Investment Company Act Release No. 8359). 
The notice gave interested persons an opportunity to request 
a hearing and stated that an order disposing of the application 
might be issued upon the basis of the information stated 
therein unless a hearing should be ordered. No request for a 
hearing has been filed and the Commission has not ordered a 
hearing. 


The matter has been considered and it is found that the grant- 
ing of the requested exemption is appropriate in the public 
interest and consistent with the protection of investors and 
the purposes fairly intended by the policy and provisions of 
the Act. 


IT 1S ORDERED, pursuant to Section 6(c) of the Act, that 
the application for exemption from all the provisions of the 
Act, be and hereby is granted, effective forthwith. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Investment Manage- 
ment Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Release No. 8398/June 25, 1974 


In the Matter of 


PIONEER ENTERPRISE FUND, INC. 
PIONEER Il, INC. 

28 State Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02109 
(812-3626) 


ORDER PURSUANT TO SECTION 17(b) OF THE ACT 
EXEMPTING CERTAIN TRANSACTIONS FROM THE 
PROVISIONS OF SECTION 17(a) OF THE ACT 


Pioneer Enterprise Fund, Inc. (“Enterprise”) and Pioneer II, 
Inc. (‘Pioneer’), both registered as diversified, open-end 
management investment companies under the Investment 
Company Act of 1940 (““Act’”’), have filed an application 
pursuant to Section 17(b) of the Act for an order exempt- 
ing from the provisions of Section 17(a) of the Act the pro- 
posed sale by Enterprise of substantially all of its assets to 
Pioneer in exchange for shares of common stock of Pioneer. 


On May 29, 1974, a notice was issued (Investment Company 
Act Release No. 8363) of the filing of the application. The 
notice gave interested persons an opporutnity to request a 
hearing and stated that an order disposing of the application 
might be issued on the basis of the information stated there- 
in unless a hearing should be ordered. No request for a hear- 
ing has been filed and the Commission has not ordered a 
hearing. 


The matter having been considered, it is found that the terms 
of the proposed transaction are reasonable and fair and do 
Not involve overreaching on the part of any person concern- 
ed, and that the proposed transaction is consistent with the 
Policies of Enterprise and Pioneer and with the general pur- 
Poses of the Act. Accordingly, 


IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to Section 17(b) of the Act, that 
the proposed transaction as set forth in the application be, 
and it hereby is, exempted from the provisions of Section 
17(a) of the Act, effective forthwith. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Investment Manage- 
ment Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Release No. 8399/June 26, 1974 


In the Matter of 


CENTRAL SECURITIES CORPORATION 
375 Park Avenue 

New York, New York 10022 

(812-3646) 


NOTICE OF FILING OF APPLICATION PURSUANT TO 
SECTION 6(c) OF THE ACT FOR EXEMPTION FROM 
SECTION 2(a)(19) OF THE ACT 


NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that Central Securities Corpor- 
ation (“Applicant”), a closed-end management investment 
company registered under the Investment Company Act of 
1940 (“Act’’), has filed an application for an order of the 
Commission pursuant to Section 6(c) of the Act declaring 
that Jay R. Inglis (“Inglis”), a director of Applicant, shall 
not be considered an “interested person” of Applicant with- 
in the meaning of Section 2(a)(19) of the Act solely by rea- 
son of his status as an officer of the Geneve Corporation 
(“Geneve”). All interested persons are referred to the appli- 
cation on file with the Commission for a statement of the 
representations made therein, which are summarized below. 


Applicant is a Delaware corporation, registered under the 
Act as a closed-end management investment company. 


Inglis, one of five directors of Applicant, is also a vice presi- 
dent of Geneve. Geneve owns approximately 45% of the out- 
standing voting securities of Cable Funding Corporation, 
which in turn, recently acquired 96% of the voting common 
stock of Torpie and Saltzman, Inc. (“’Torpie”’), a registered 
broker-dealer under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. 
Geneve, at the same time, acquired the remaining 4% of the 
voting common stock and all the nonvoting class B stock of 
Torpie. Torpie is engaged in over-the-counter market mak- 
ing, but does not operate a retail brokerage business and has 
never engaged in securities transactions on behalf of Appli- 
cant. 


Section 2(a)(19) of the Act, in pertinent part, defines an “‘in- 
terested person” of an investment company as “any broker 
or dealer registered under the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934 or any affiliated person of such a broker or dealer.” 
Section 2(a)(3) of the Act defines an affiliated person of an- 
other person to include, among others, any person directly 
or indirectly controlled by, or under common control with 
such other person and any officer, director, partner, co-part- 
ner, or employee of such other person. Consequently Inglis 
may be deemed an interested person of Applicant within 
the meaning of Section 2(a)(19) of the Act in view of his 
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affiliation with Geneve, which controls Torpie. 


Section 6(c) of the Act provides that the Commission may, 
upon application, conditionally or unconditionally exempi 
any person from any provisions of the Act “to the extent that 
such exemption is necessary or appropriate in the public in- 
terest and consistent with the protection of investors and the 
purposes fairly intended by the policy and provisions” of the 
Act. 


Applicant asserts that the Commission may exempt from the 
definition of “interested person” those persons who are, in 
fact, in a position to act independently on behalf of the in- 
vestment company and its shareholders in dealing with the 
company’s investment adviser or principal underwriter. 


Applicant states that Inglis has no relationship with Appli- 
cant other than as a director. Applicant represents and war- 
rants that so long as Inglis remains one of its directors, Appli- 
cant will not knowingly purchase any securities from or 
through, or sell any securities to or through, Torpie. 


Applicant contends that Inglis’ affiliation with Torpie will 
not impair his independence in acting on behalf of Applicant 
and its shareholders. 


NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that any interested person 
may, not later than July 23, 1974, at 5:30 p.m., submit to 
the Commission in writing a request for a hearing on the mat- 
ter accompanied by a statement as to the nature of his inter- 
est, the reason for such request, and the issues, if any, of fact 
or law proposed to be controverted, or he may request that 
he be notified if the Commission should order a hearing 
thereon. Any such communication should be addressed: Sec- 
retary, Securities and Exchange Commission, Washington, 
D.C. 20549. A copy of such request shall be served personal- 
ly or by mail (air mail if the person being served is located 
more than 500 miles from the point of mailing) upon Appli- 
cant at the address stated above. Proof of such service (by af- 
fidavit, or in the case of an attorney-at-law, by certificate) 
shall be filed contemporaneously with the request. As provid- 
ed by Rule 0-5 of the Rules and Regulations promulgated 
under the Act, an order disposing of the application will be 
issued as of course following said date unless the Commission 
thereafter orders a hearing upon request or upon the Commis- 
sion’s own motion. Persons who request a hearing, or advice 
as to whether a hearing is ordered, will receive notice of fur- 
ther developments in this matter, including the date of the 
hearing (if ordered) and any postponements thereof. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Investment Manage- 
ment Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 





INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Release No. 8400/June 26, 1974 


In the Matter of 


CONTRAILS GROWTH FUND, INC. 
Two First National Plaza, Suite 2900 
Chicago, Illinois 60670 

(811-1679) 
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NOTICE OF PROPOSAL TO TERMINATE REGISTRATION ment Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 





PURSUANT TO SECTION 8(f) OF THE ACT 


NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Commission proposes, 
pursuant to Section 8(f) of the Investment Company Act of 
1940 (“Act”), to declare by order upon its own motion that 
Contrails Growth Fund, Inc. (“Fund”), registered under the 
Act as an open-end, diversified management investment com- 
pany, has ceased to be an investment company. 





Fund was organized as a Maryland corporation on June 24, 
1968, and filed a Notification of Registration on Form N-8A 
on July 1, 1968. On July 9, 1968, Fund filed a Registration 
Statement on Form N-8B-1 and a Form S-5 Registration 
Statement under the Securities Act of 1933 (“1933 Act’’), 
which 1933 Act Registration Statement was withdrawn with 
the consent of the Commission on April 25, 1974. 


The Commission's records indicate that at an adjourned an- 
nual meeting held September 28, 1973, stockholders of the 
Fund approved an Agreement and Plan of Reorganization 
(the ““Agreement”’) between the Fund and The Shearson Ap- 
preciation Fund, Inc. (“Appreciation”), also an investment 
company registered under the Act. Pursuant to the Agree- 
ment, substantially all of the assets of the Fund were acquired 
by Appreciation as of the close of business on September 28, 
1973, for shares of Appreciation common stock, which stock 
was distributed to the Fund’s shareholders. 


As a result of the consummation of the Agreement, the Fund 
has no assets remaining, all liabilities in connection with the 
sale and dissolution of the Fund have been paid or assumed 
by Appreciation, and the Fund has no security holders. The 
Fund is effecting its dissolution as a corporation pursuant to 
the laws of the State of Maryland. 


Section 8(f) of the Act provides, in pertinent part, that when 
the Commission, on its own motion or upon application, finds 
a registered investment company has ceased to be an invest- 
ment company, it shall so declare by order, and, upon the ef- 
fectiveness of such order, the registration of such company 
shall cease to be in effect. 


NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that any interested person 
may, not later than July 24, 1974 at 5:30 p.m., submit to the 
Commission in writing a request for a hearing on the matter 
accompanied by a statement as to the nature of his interest, 
the reason for such request, and the issues of fact or law pro- | 
posed to be controverted, or he may request that he be noti- 
fied if the Commission should order a hearing thereon. Any 
such communication should be addressed: Secretary, Securi- 
ties and Exchange Commission, Washington, D.C. 20549. A 
copy of such request shall be served personally or by mail 

(air mail if the person being served is located more than 500 
miles from the point of mailing) upon the Fund at the address 
set forth above. Proof of such service (by affidavit, or in case 

of an attorney-at-law, by certificate) shall be filed contempor- 
aneously with the request. As provided by Rule 0-5 of the | 
Rules and Regulations promulgated under the Act, an order =| 
disposing of the matter will be issued as of course following 
said date unless the Commission thereafter orders a hearing 
upon request or upon the Commission’s own motion. Persons 
who request a hearing, or advice as to whether a hearing is 
ordered, will receive notice of further developments in this 
matter, including the date of the hearing (if ordered) and any 
postponements thereof. 











For the Commission, by the Division of Investment Manage- 
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George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 


By: Shirley E. Hollis 
Assistant Secretary 





INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Release No. 8401/June 24, 1974 


See Securities Exchange Act Release No. 10882/June 27, 
1974. 





INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Release No. 8402/June 26, 1974 


In the Matter of 


INVERNESS CAPITAL CORPORATION 
345 Park Avenue 

New York, New York 10022 

(811-2087) 


ORDER PURSUANT TO SECTION 8(f) OF THE ACT DE- 
CLARING THAT APPLICANT HAS CEASED TO BE AN 
INVESTMENT COMPANY 


On April 1, 1974, a notice was issued (Investment Company 
Act Release No. 8293) that Inverness Capital Corporation 
(“Applicant”), a Delaware corporation registered as a closed- 
end, non-diversified, management investment company un- 
der the Investment Company Act of 1940 (the “‘Act”’) and 
licensed to operate as a small business investment company 
under the Small Business Investment Act of 1958, had filed 
an application pursuant to Section 8(f) of the Act for an or- 
der of the Commission declaring that Applicant has ceased 
to be an investment company as defined in the Act. 


The notice gave interested persons an opportunity to re- 
quest a hearing and stated that an order disposing of the ap- 
plication might be issued upon the basis of the information 
stated therein unless a hearing should be ordered. No request 
for a hearing has been filed and the Commission has not 
ordered a hearing. 


The matter having been considered, it is found that Appli- 
cant has ceased to be an investment dompany. Accordingly, 


IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, pursuant to Section'8(f) of the 
Act, that the registration of Inverness Capital Corporation 
under the Act shall forthwith cease to be in effect. 


IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Secretary of the Com- 

mission shall send a copy of this order by certified mail to 

the Associate Administrator for Investment, Investment 

oo Small Business Administration, Washington, D.C. 
16. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Investment Manage- 
ment Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 

By: Shirley E. Hollis 
Assistant Secretary 





INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Release No. 8403/June 28, 1974 


In the Matter of 





CHANNING BOND FUND, INC. 
CHANNING INCOME FUND, INC. 
CHANNING SECURITIES, INC. 
CHANNING SHARES, INC. 
CHANNING VENTURE FUND, INC. 


and 


CHANNING COMPANY, INC. 
2727 Allen Parkway 

Houston, Texas 77019 
(812-3641) 


NOTICE OF APPLICATION FOR AN ORDER PURSUANT 
TO SECTION 11(a) OF THE ACT TO PERMIT AN OFFER 
OF EXCHANGE AND PURSUANT TO SECTION 6(c) FOR 
EXEMPTION FROM THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 22 
(d) OF THE ACT AND RULE 22c-1 THEREUNDER 


NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that Channing Bond Fund, 
Inc., Channing Income Fund, Inc., Channing Shares, Inc., 
Channing Securities, Inc. and Channing Venture Fund, Inc., 
(collectively referred to as ‘“Funds’’) each of which is regis- 
tered as an open-end investment company under the Invest- 
ment Company Act of 1940 (‘Act’) and Channing Com- 
pany, Inc. (“CCI’’) (collectively referred to with the Funds 
as ‘‘Applicants’’) have filed an application for an order (1) 
pursuant to Section 11(a) of the Act to permit the Funds to 
offer to exchange their shares for shares of American Gener- 
al Reserve Fund, Inc. (““AGR Fund’’) on a basis other than 
their relative net asset value per share at the time of the ex- 
change and (2) pursuant to Section 6(c) of the Act granting 
exemption from Section 22(d) of the Act and Rule 22d-1 
thereunder, in connection with such exchanges. All interested 
persons are referréd to the application on file with the Com- 
mission for a statement of the representations contained 
therein, which are summarized below. 


CCI, as principal underwriter for each of the Funds, main- 
tains a continuous public offering of the shares of each of 
the Funds at their respective net asset value plus a sales 
charge. The maximum sales charge is 8.5% on purchases of 
less than $15,000. The sales charge is reduced on larger pur- 
chases. Shares of each of the Funds may be exchanged for 
shares of any of the other Funds on the basis of their relative 
net asset value per share at the time of the exchange without 
sales charge for a fee of $5 payable to CCI. 


AGR Fund is an open-end investment company registered 
under the Act. It has filed a registration statement under the 
Securities Act of 1933 with respect to a proposed public of- 
fering of shares of its stock. The registration statement is not 
yet effective. CCI is the prospective investment adviser and 
principal underwriter for AGR Fund. AGR Fund proposes 
to offer its shares to the public at an offering price equal to 
net asset value plus a sales charge of 1% of the offering price. 


Each of the Funds proposes to offer its shares to sharehold- 
ers of AGR Fund in exchange for shares of AGR Fund on 
the following bases: (1) shares of AGR Fund which were 
acquired through a share exchange or acquired as a result of 
the reinvestment of dividends or distributions will be ex- 
changed for shares of any of the Funds on the basis of their 
relative net asset value per share at the time of the exchange; 
(2) shares of AGR Fund acquired other than through a share 
exchange or reinvestment of dividends or distributions will 
be exchanged for shares of any of the Funds on the basis of 
their relative net asset value per share at the time of the ex- 
change, plus the sales charge described in the prospectus of 
each of the Funds (maximum 812%), less an amount equal 
to the sales charge previously paid on the AGR Fund shares 
being exchanged. As a result, a shareholder acquiring shares 
of one of the Funds through an exchange of shares of AGR 
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Fund would pay approximately the same overall sales charge 
that he would have paid had he directly purchased the same 
number of shares of one of the Funds. 


As shareholders of the Funds will have the right to exchange 
their shares for shares of AGR Fund without payment of any 
sales charges, a shareholder acquiring the shares of a Fund by 
way of an exchange of shares of AGR Fund would be able to 
exchange the shares acquired for shares of AGR Fund at net 
asset value; any such shareholder would have paid a normal 
sales charge on the shares of the Fund which he had previous- 
ly exchanged for shares of AGR Fund. No further sales 
charges would be assessed on any future exchange of the 
shares so acquired. 


In the event a shareholder desires to exchange only a portion 
of his shares of AGR Fund, those shares that may be ex- 
changed at relative net asset value without sales charge will 
be exchanged first. The remaining shares to be exchanged 
will be selected from those shares which are entitled to be ex- 
changed upon payment of the lowest additional sales charge. 


Section 11(a) of the Act provides that it shall be unlawful for 
any registered open-end company or any principal under- 
writer for such company to make or cause to be made an of- 
fer to the shareholder of a security of such a company or of 
any other open-end investment company to exchange his se- 
curity for a security in the same or another such company on 
any basis other than the relative net asset values of the re- 
spective securities to be exchanged unless the terms of the 
offer have first been submitted to and approved by the Com- 
mission. 


Section 22(d) of the Act provides, in pertinent part, that no 
registered investment company or principal underwriter 
thereof shall sell any redeemable security issued by such com- 
pany to any person except at a current offering price des- 
cribed in the prospectus. The sales charge described in the 
prospectus of each of the Funds is greater than the sales 
charge which would be applicable to the proposed exchange 
offer. 


Applicants state that the purpose of the proposed exchange 
offer is to permit a shareholder of AGR Fund who changes 
his investment objective to change his investment to a differ- 
ent investment company without paying the full sales charge 
otherwise applicable. Applicants assert that the exchange of- 
fer to shareholders of AGR Fund cannot be made at the rela- 
tive net asset values of the Fund to be acquired because the 
shareholder of AGR Fund would have paid substantially less 
sales charges on his investment than similarly situated inves- 
tors in the Fund to be acquired. Applicants contend that if 
shares of the Funds could be acquired by a shareholder of 
AGR Fund at net asset value in an exchange, it is possible 
that the exchange would be in violation of Section 22(d) of 
the Act since an investor would be able to purchase shares of 
one of the Funds at a sales charge other than that described 
in its prospectus merely by purchasing shares of AGR Fund 
and subsequently exchanging those shares at net asset value 
for shares of one of the Funds. 


Section 6(c) provides, in part, that the Commission by order 
upon application, may conditionally or unconditionally ex- 
empt any person, security, or transaction or any class or 
classes of persons, securities, or transactions from any pro- 
vision or provisions of the Act and the Rules promulgated 
thereunder, if and to the extent such exemption is necessary 
or appropriate in the public interest and consistent with the 
protection of investors and the purposes fairly intended by 
the policy and provisions of the Act. 


NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that any interested person 
may, not later than July 23, 1974, at 5:30 p.m., submit to 
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the Commission in writing a request for a hearing on the mat- 
ter accompanied by a statement as to the nature of his re- 
quest, the reason for such request, and the issues, if any, of 
fact or law proposed to be controverted, or he may request 
that he be notified if the Commission should order a hearing 
thereon. Any such communication should be addressed: Sec- 
retary, Securities and Exchange Commission, Washington, 
D. C. 20549. A copy of such request shall be served person- 
ally or by mail (air mail if the person being served is located 
more than 500 miles from the point of mailing) upon Appili- 
cants at the address stated above. Proof of such service (by 
affidavit, or in the case of an attorney-at-law, by certificate) 
shall be filed contemporaneously with the request. As pro- 
vided by Rule 0-5 of the Rules and Regulations promulgated 
under the Act, an order disposing of the application will be 
issued as of course following said date unless the Commission 
thereafter orders a hearing upon request or upon the Com- 
mission’s own motion. Persons who request a hearing, or ad- 
vice as to whether a hearing is ordered, will receive notice of 
further developments in this matter, including the date of 
the hearing (if ordered) and any postponements thereof. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Investment Manage- 
ment Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 


By: Shirley E. Hollis 
Assistant Secretary 





INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Release No. 8404/June 28, 1974 


In the Matter of 


SOURCE CAPITAL, INC. 
1888 Century Park East 

Los Angeles, California 90067 
and 


THE COMPUTER EXCHANGE, INC. 
11 Grace Avenue 

Great Neck, New York 11021 
(812-3619) 


ORDER PURSUANT TO SECTION 17(b) OF THE ACT 
EXEMPTING TRANSACTION FROM SECTION 17(a) 
OF THE ACT 


Source Capital, Inc. (“Source Capital’), a closed-end, diver- 
sified management investment company registered under 

the Investment Company Act of 1940 (“Act’’), and The Com- 
puter Exchange, Inc. (“Computer Exchange’’), a Delaware 
corporation (collectively ““Applicants’’), have filed an appli- 
cation for an order of the Commission pursuant to Section 
17(b) of the Act exempting, from Section 17(a) of the Act, 
the proposed repurchase by Computer Exchange from Source 
Capital of 175,000 shares of Computer Exchange Common 
Stock (the “‘Shares”’) and warrants to purchase an additional 
75,000 shares of Computer Exchange Common Stock (the 
“Warrants”’) for an aggregate purchase price of $100,000. 


On June 3, 1974, the Commission issued a notice of the fil- 
ing of said application (Investment Company Act Release 
No. 8371) giving interested persons an opportunity to re- 
quest a hearing and stating that an order disposing of the 
application might be issued on the basis of the information 
stated therein unless a hearing should be ordered. No request 
for a hearing has been filed, and the Commission has not 
ordered a hearing. 
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The matter having been considered, it is found that the terms paring financial statements for the issuer of securities being 


of the proposed transaction are reasonable and fair and do 
not involve overreaching on the part of any person concern- 
ed, and that the proposed transaction is consistent with the 
policies of Source Capital and with the general purposes of 
the Act. Accordingly, 


iT iS ORDERED, pursuant to Section 17(b) of the Act, that 
the proposed repurchase by Computer Exchange from 
Source Capital of the Shares and Warrants be, and hereby is, 
exempted from the provisions of Section 17(a) of the Act, 
effective forthwith. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Investment Manage- 
ment Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


George A. Fitzsimmons 
Secretary 


By: Shirley E. Hollis 
Assistant Secretary 





INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Release No. 8405/June 27, 1974 


See Securities Act Release No. 5508/June 27, 1974. 








INVESTMENT ADVISERS ACT 





INVESTMENT ADVISERS ACT OF 1940 
Release No. 421/June 27, 1974 


See Securities Exchange Act Release No. 10882/June 27, 1974. 





INVESTMENT ADVISERS ACT OF 1940 
Release No. 422/June 27, 1974 


See Securities Act Release No. 5508/June 27, 1974. 








LITIGATION 





Litigation Release No. 6406/June 24, 1974 
SEC v. PATTERSON CORPORATION, et al. (S.D. CA) 


Gerald E. Boltz, Administrator of the Los Angeles Regional 
Office of the Securities and Exchange Commission, announ- 
ced that on June 4, 1974 Federal District Court Judge Ed- 
ward J. Schwartz of San Diego, California signed final orders 
permanently enjoining Edward Baranov and David Alvin Top- 
ping from violating certain provisions of the federal securi- 
ties laws in a lawsuit arising out of the offer and sale of the 
stock of Patterson Corporation cf La Jolla, California and 
Atlanta, Georgia. 


By these orders Mr. Baranov, a San Diego, California ac- 
countant, and Mr. Topping, a former securities broker-dealer 
in Fort Lauderdale, Florida, were enjoined from participat- 
ing in the offer or sale of securities in violation of the regis- 
tration provisions of the Securities Act of 1933. Mr. Baranov 
was also enjoined from violating the anti-fraud provisions of 
that Act and of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 by pre- 


offered, sold or purchased without review of or considera- 
tion for the true financial condition of that company or by 
making misleading statements or failing to state material 
facts regarding, among other things, the value and owner- 
ship of assets of that company. 


These injunctive orders were entered upon the consent of 
these defendants. For further information, see Litigation 
Release No. 6316. 





Litigation Release No. 6407/June 24, 1974 


SEC v. CONTINENTAL SILVER CORPORATION OF 
NEVADA, et al. 
(D. COLO. Civil Action No. 74-F-364) 


Robert H. Davenport, Administrator of the Denver Regional 
Office of the Securities and Exchange Commission, announ- 
ced that on June 17, 1974 the Honorable Sherman G. Fine- 
silver of the United States District Court for the District of 
Colorado entered an order preliminarily enjoining Continen- 
tal Silver Corporation of Nevada and Continental Silver Cor- 
poration, a Colorado corporation, from violating Sections 
5(a), 5(c) and 17(a) of the Securities Act of 1933, as amend- 
ed, and Section 10(b) of the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934, as amended, and Rule 10b-5 thereunder. 


The Court also ordered the above-mentioned corporations 
to make an accounting of all funds received from investors 
in connection with the silver investment agreements of Con- 
tinental Silver Corporation, a California corporation, and of 
the defendants sold by the defendants, the uses to which 
such investor funds were put, and the amounts of any re- 
maining such funds and their location. 


The Court also issued an order preliminarily restraining and 
enjoining Continental Silver Corporation of Nevada and Con- 
tinental Silver Corporation, a Colorado corporation, from 
directly and indirectly altering, destroying, concealing, dis- 
posing, transfering or removing any books, records, docu- 
ments, correspondence, funds or assets of those two corpor- 
ations. 


As to defendants Louis C. Schiess and Frank G. Congleton, 
the Court allowed an additional period of time for those par- 
ties to consult with their attorneys concerning the possibility 
of resolving some of the issues in the case. Another named 
defendant, Jack Smock, previously consented, without ad- 
mitting or denying the allegations of the Complaint, to a pre- 
liminary injunction enjoining him from offering and selling 
securities issued by Continental Silver Corporation, a Cali- 
fornia corporation, and the defendants in the above-named 
action in violation of the registration requirements of the 
Securities Act of 1933 and the anti-fraud provisions of the 
1933 and 1934 Acts. (For further information on Jack 
Smock, see Litigation Release No. , May 15, 1974). Effec- 
tive service has not yet been made on Chess Wilburn Barr, 
111, the president of corporation. 





Litigation Release No. 6408/June 25, 1974 
SEC v. MARK B. RUBEN (D. AZ) 


Gerald E. Boltz, Administrator of the Los Angeles Regional 
Office, today announced the filing of a complaint on June 
18, 1974, against Mark B. Ruben of Phoenix, Arizona, alleg- 
ing violations of the anti-fraud provisions of the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934. The complaint, filed in the U.S. Dis- 
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trict Court in Phoenix, alleged that Ruben engaged in a frauc- 
ulent course of business by placing numerous purchase orders 
with registered broker-dealers for the common stock of Altec 
Corporation, which is traded on the American Stock Ex- 
change, to influence the price of these securities. The com- 
plaint further alleges that the defendant Ruben purported to 
pay for such purchases and for the purchase orders for cer- 
tain options traded on the Chicago Board of Options Ex- 
change with checks drawn on a bank account maintained by 
him when he knew that there were insufficient funds in the 
account to cover his purchase orders. 





Litigation Release No. 6409/June 15, 1974 


SEC v. AMPCO-AMERICAN MINERAL AND PETROLEUM 
CORPORATION, et al. (W.D. Wash., Civil Action File No. 
C74-219S) 


Jack H. Bookey, Administrator of the Seattle Regional Office 
of the Securities and Exchange Commission, announced to- 
day that on June 10, 1974, the Honorable Morell E. Sharp, 
United States District Judge for the Western District of Wash- 
ington at Seattle, appointed Paul Kitto of Bellevue, Washing- 
ton as Special Master to manage the business operations, con- 
serve the assets, and prepare an accounting of assets and lia- 
bilities of AMPCO-American Mineral and Petroleum Corpor- 
ation, The Cornish Corporation, and First Northwestern Fi- 
nancial Association, defendants in the injunction suit brought 
by the Commission on April 26, 1974. In other orders, en- 
tered on June 19, 1974, Judge Sharp denied defendants’ mo- 
tion to dismiss the Commission’s complaint for lack of juris- 
diction over the subject matter (premised on the fact that 
offers and sales of securities were made exclusively to foreign 
nationals residing outside the United States), and, with de- 
fendants’ consent, continued and broadened the temporary 
restraining order entered on April 26, 1974, so as to restrain 
and prohibit defendants from the offer of sale of securities. 


For previous information, see Litigation Release No. 6365/ 
May 7, 1974. 





Litigation Release No. 6410/June 25, 1974 


SEC v. National Farmers Organization, Inc., Southern Dis- 
trict of lowa, Civil Action File No. 74-162-1 


John |. Mayer, Administrator of the Chicago Regional Of- 
fice, announced that on June 25, 1974 the Commission filed 
suit in the Southern District of lowa, Southern Division, 
against National Farmers Organization, Inc. 


The complaint charges that the defendant violated the Feder- 
al securities laws by making untrue statements of material 
facts and omitting to state material facts in.connection with 
the public sale of promissory notes. 


in addition, the complaint seeks injunctive relief and the ap- 
pointment of a special counsel who would conduct an ac- 
counting, and who would submit to the court a plan to pre- 
serve the defendant's assets and to repay outstanding debt obli- 
gations of the defendant an4 to provide, if possible, for the con- 
tinued viability of the defendant consistent with the interests 
of its members and the holders of its promissory notes. 





Litigation Release No. 6411/June 26, 1974 
SEC v. LLORENS ASSOCIATES, INC. et al. (S.D.N.Y.) 


William D. Moran, Regional Administrator of the New York 
Regional Office of the Securities and Exchange Commission, 
announced today that on June 18, 1974 the Commission fil- 
ed a Complaint in the U.S. District Court in New York City 
charging Llorens Associates, Inc., a broker-dealer located at 17 
John Street, New York, and Hector John Llorens, II|,of Queens, 
New York, its president, with violating and aiding and abetting 
violations of, the Commission’s Net Capital, Customer Segre- 
gation, Bookkeeping, Financial Reporting and Supplemental 
Reporting requirements under Sections 15(c) and 17(a) of 
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, and Rules 15c3-1, 15c- 
3-3, 17a-3, 17a-4, 17a-5 and 17a-11 thereunder. In its Com- 
plaint, the Commission requested a temporary restraining or- 
der, and preliminary and permanent injunctions enjoining the 
defendants from further violations of these provisions. 


On the same day, the Securities Investor Protection Corpora- 
tion (“SIPC”) filed an application alleging that Llorens Asso- 
ciates, Inc. has failed to meet its obligations to its customers 

and that such customers are in need of protection under the 

Securities Investor Protection Act of 1970. In its application 
SIPC requested the appointment of a trustee for the purpose 
of liquidating Llorens Associates, Inc. 


On June 18, 1974 Judge Lawrence W. Pierce issued a tempor- 
ary restraining order as requested by the Commission, and ap- 
pointed William J. Fisher of 900 17th St., N.W., Washington, 
D.C. 20006, as temporary receiver for Llorens Associates, Inc., 
as requested by SIPC. The Commission’s request for preliminary 
and permanent injunctions, and SIPC’s application for the ap- 
pointment of a trustee, are presently pending before the Court. 


The National Association of Securities Dealers, Inc. of New 
York City assisted the Commission in its investigation leading to 
the filing of its Complaint and the application of SIPC. 
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